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PREFACE 


The purpose of this book was first formulated in discussions 
between the editors in their capacities of President and Secre- 
tary of the* Shakespeare Association. They were in search 
of a programme. The question was: what avenues of Shake- 
speare scholarship now most needed exploring? That led to a 
consideration of recent work, its sulficiency or its prospects, 
and that to the assembling of the present material. 

During the last thirty years or so there has been not only an 
increase and extension of Shakespearian study, but a notable 
‘transvaluation of its values*. The extension is reflected in the 
fourteen-fold division of this book. Not that the student of 1900, 
or even 1800, would find the subjects new to him, but the 
apparent estimate of the importance of some of them might well 
surprise him a little. Here, he might even say, is no study of 
Shakespeare at all, but a hundred thousand words or more, as 
much sometimes about our ignorance as our knowledge of the 
man, about the wretched theatre he had to work for, the 
clumsy habits of his printers, about his contemporaries and the 
circumstances, near and remote, in which the work was done; 
of the transcendental genius itself, no more than an echo or 
recounting of what has already been said. It is so. But just in 
this lies the present transvaluing of critical values; the latest, 
though it may not be the last, as Mr Eliot warns us. 

The student’s approach to Shakespeare, as the work of the 
last thirty years has planned it, will be something like a con- 
temporary approach. He will try to make himself one with the 
audience at the Globe or Blackfriars. Certainly, this is only 
a first step; and beyond it a wide prospect opens out. If the 
plays have survived their age and the circumstances of their 
production it will be because of certain innate qualities in them; 
he will want to know why and how they have survived. If they 
ha^'e entered into an existence apart from the theatre altogether, 
he must Rok into that process too. Not, in fact, till he appreciates 
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the history and extent of the phenomenon of Shakespeare can he 
hope quite fruitfully to approacli the thing itself. Then he may do 
so guidclcss or guided ; and if he still prefer the acted play before 
him or the critic at his side, he can at least have learned to estimate 
the quality of his guide. The editors, incidentally, have made no 
attempt to reconcile the opinions of their collaborators (if these 
seem to differ it is better for the reader to observe it) ; and, as 
it happens, there has hardly been a dispute about facts. The 
utmost agreement desired was upon this way of approach. 

It may be noticed — and objected — that the extension of 
Shakespearian study has been even wider than here appears, 
cither by record or contribution. The omissions are deliberate. 
I'here is no discussion of the personal problem of the sonnets, 
and Dr Mackail’s chapter on the Life is confined to the bare 
facts. We are concerned with the poet-dramatist, apparent in 
the work he left us; nothing more. 

It remains for us to thank our collaborators, not only for their 
work but for the patience and goodwill with which they have 
responded to the occasional need there was for us to do what 
they naturally could not themselves do — clear away certain 
redundancies and weld the book into something like a whole. It 
was this foreseen need, let us add, which prevented our seeking 
collaboration farther afield ; and that we could not avail our- 
selves of American scholarship has been a matter of particular 
regret. But the wider the divergencies of the study, the greater 
the importance of reconciling them to what unity is possible, of 
producing, in short, a iooA, not a mere assemblage of discourses. 

For, finally, we hope that the book may make a wider appeal 
than to the .specialist student. It should be able to bring the 
keener among the spectators or readers of the plays, whose only 
care is enjoyment, to a more familiar and a far livelier contact 
with them. 

H r; -B. 

G. B. H. 



THE THEATRES AND COMPANIES 


BY 

C. J. SISSON 


THE CONDITIONS OF SHAKESPEARE’S ART 

Dr Johnson never mentioned Garrick in his Preface to Shake- 
speare, and thought that ‘many of his plays are ihe worse for 
being acted’. Such a view has its dangers. Every artist has to j 
work in his chosen medium. And drama, the most complex of 
all arts, proceeds by a triple process to its completion. It in- 
volves creation by the dramatist, re-creation by a company of 
actors on the boards of a stage, and a tliird incarnation in the 
illusion of the spectators. All three are essential, inseparable, 
indispensable. The closet-drama is an ignoble retreat from the 
proper conditions of the art. The hurly-burly of actor, stage and 
audience is the proper element of true drama. 

It is right to think of Shakespeare, therefore, in terms of the 
stage as well as of literary categories. He worked in his medium, 
and there is evidence enough that he was content to do so. A 
good workman does not quarrel with his tools. And Shakespeare 
was no less crattsman than artist — words that the Elizabethan 
joined together and that modem confusions have divorced. His 
drama was rooted in his own age and in the conditions of his] 
art, in the stage and its habits, in .the audience and its tastes, as‘ 
well as in the drama of earlier generations in England. What he 
learned of others, what was imposed upon him by the condi- 
tions of his occupation, as well as what he gave of his own, has 
come down to us blended together in his plays. And by his 
genius ;!nd prestige he has dwarfed his contemporaries, ob- 
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scured his background, and polarised all thought about the 
drama. * 

It is therefore of the utmost importance to seek^o know under 
what conditions Shakespeare worked, subdued to his inedium, 
yet not enslaved by it. We shall understand his genius the better 
when we know more about these actors, their theatres, and their 
audiences, and consequently about the opportunity, the stimulus, 
the freedom of his task, as also its limitations and bondages. To 
neglect such considerations is in effect to turn Shakespeare into 
closet-drama and to deprive him of much of his great glory. 


THE ACTORS’ COMPANIES AND THE THEATRES 

Shakespeare was an actor himself, and both he and the 
company of which he was a member shared the accumulated 
traditions and experience of some three hundred years of con- 
tinuous acting. For the drama was already an ancient art in 
England. The corporate resources of the great provincial towns 
had developed in the Middle Ages not only elaborate pro- 
ductions of miracle plays, not only literary drama for such 
productions, but also trained groups of competent citizen actors. 
And they had fostered the natural taste for dramatic entertain- 
ments. So also the folk play, in its many forms, of unknown but 
great antiquity, bred both actors and audiences throughout the 
country. The nucleus for the professional practice of the art of 
acting was found in the houses of the nobility, who maintained 
small groups of entertainers, the descendants of the epic singers 
and jesters of earlier days. Such organisations may be seen 
to-day in native states in India, the actors being also skilled 
fencers, swordsmen, wrestlers, dancers, musicians and singers, 
experts in the various arts of <;ntertainment. Such were also the 
members of these early English companies of actors, an 1 the 
Elizabethan stage inherited their traditions of miscellaneous 
expertness, as well as the tradition of service to a patron. 

The play of Sir Thomas Alore gives a picture of such a group 
of actors. Cardinal Wolsey’s Men, called in to perfotm Li More’s 
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house in London about 1529. Tljis illustrates the transition 
from the purely domestic group of actors to the travelling group, 
available for hiit when invited. With the Tudor settlement of 
England Jife became freer, fuller, and more mobile. The nobles 
allowed their actors to go round exercising their trade. They 
ceased to be mere retainers, and maintained themselves. And 
gradually th^ became independent organisations, though still 
jjrotected by the name of their master and still owing service to 
him when called upon. And when they had theatres the ‘ lord’s 
room’ was at their patron’s disposal. 

The deciding factor in the further development of the actors’ 
companies was the growth of London and of the Court under 
the Tudors. The actors were quick to see here a steady market 
for their entertainments and the possibility of regular employ- 
ment and a settled life. When we first hear of theatres in London 
we find them in the form of inn-yards adapted with a stage. 
And the inns thus used as theatres were advantageously sited. 
Some, probably the earliest, lay in the outskirts upon the main 
roads leading into the City, the Saracen’s Head in Islington 
upon the North Road, the Boar’s Head and the Red Lion in 
Whitechapel in the east, the Tabard in Southwark to the south, 
tapping the traffic in all directions. Others were situated in the 
heart of the City, in Bishopsgatc, Gracechurch Street or Lud- 
gate, the Bell, the Bull, the Cross Keys, the Bel Savage. Here 
were the homes of the professional Elizabethan drama before 
the days of Shakespeare, during the first twenty years of the 
reign of Elizabeth. A group of actors, having made its way to 
Ix)ndon with its waggon of costumes and properties, and its 
play-books, would seek its pitch in some such inn. It would 
wme to an agreement with the landlord, generally to pay him 
some share of the takings, and the yard would be reserved for 
their use after midday dinner. The arrangement suited both 
parties, for the plays brought custom to the inn and added tq 
its attractions, while the inn was a convenient home for the 
players with a ready-made audience and a ready-made play-i 
house. 

The next step, there is good reason to believe, was the entire 
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occupation of an inn, converted to the sole use of the actors.^ 
‘So it was, apparently, with the Red Lion and Boar’s Head in 
Whitechapel and possibly the Cross Keys in Gracechurch Street, 
with permanent stages and ‘scaffolds’ or stands for spectators. 
^ From this it was a short way to the erection of a new building 
for the especial purpose of a theatre. This was the happy 
thought, probably, of one of the many small financiers who 
began to see the possibilities of the new industry of the stage. 
John Braync was financing the building of a stage and seats in 
the Red Lion in 1567. And in 1576 we find him providing the 
money for the erection of the Theatre in Shoreditch, in co- 
operation with his brother-in-law James Burbage the actor, then 
manager of Leicester’s Men. The decisive step was taken. With 
the provision of a permanent theatre the way was open for the 
development of both the trade and the art of the actor. The 
experience of generations guided the builders of this and of other 
theatres which soon sprang up in London. The drama, hitherto 
subject to the conditions of its temporary homes, now had a say 
concerning its demands of its vehicle, the stage. 

In the main, however, the new theatres followed traditional 
lines in their structure. The inn-yard surrounded by a gallery 
leading to guest-chambers was the foundation of its plan. The 
circular shape of the Globe in Southwark was the obvious im^ 
provement suggested by the bull-baiting ring, with its greater con- 
venience for seating spectators, giving all a fair view of the stage. 

The sites of the new theatres were determined by two factors. 
First, there was the opposition of the City, in fear of plague of 
body and soul alike, to theatres within its walls, which relegated 
them to the suburbs. Second, there was the need to keep the 
theatres, nevertheless, as accessible as possible to the City and 
to seat them within districts of growing population. The Theatre 
and the Curtain lay in Moorficlds close to Shoreditch. The Rose, 
the Swan, the Globe and the Hope exploited the south Lank of 
the Thames, in the heart of Southwark and with easy access by 


' 157O I find Brayne, Burbage’s partner in the Theatre, purchasing the 

in Whitechapel in order to use it as a theatre. He was, however, for- 
bidden to establish a theatre there. 
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London Bridge or by boat to Westminster and the City. The 
Fortune was set in the area just outside Cripplegate, in Golden 
Lane, and the F?ed Bull served the needs of the dense population 
of Clcrkenwell, in St John’s Street.^ The instant success of 
Burbage and Brayne in the Theatre led to these other ventures, 
with the result that during the last quarter of the sixteenth 
century Loitdon became amply provided with permanent 
theatres, large and solid structures which aroused the wonder 
and admiration of foreign visitors to London, as well as the 
indignant dismay of Puritan preachers against the stage, and 
which were a visible sign of the great prosperity of the industry 
of the theatre. 

Most of these theatres were owned by investors like Francis 
Langley, who built the Swan, or Philip Henslowe, who built the 
Rose and the Fortune. The companies of actors who used them 
had much the same relations with the owners as they had had 
with the landlords of the inns, and were merely his tenants 
during such time as they could agree together, an unsatisfactory 
arrangement. Usually the landlord received for his share one- 
half of the gallery takings. Sometimes he acted also as financier 
to the company, when improvident actors and playwrights 
tended to fall into perpetual debt to him and into virtual servi- 
tude, which was even more unsatisl'actory. Such was the case 
with those companies which dealt with Henslowe, at whose 
theatres Marlowe’s great plays were produced, the famous 
Edward Alleyn playing their heroes, Faustus or Tamburlaine. 
Alleyn was Hcnslowe’s son-in-law and, alone of the Admiral’s 
Men, made a fort unc out of his acting and his share of the 
profits, retiring thereafter. Lord of the Manor of Dulwich and 
founder of Dulwich College. 

But it was otherwise with the company to which Shakespeare 
belonged during the greater part of his career, after some years 
spent as actor and dramatist at the Theatre with Lord Strange’s 
Men. The members of his company, patronised successively by 
Lord Hunsdon, then Lord Chamberlain, by his son, who held the 

* The Th^j^tre and the Curtain in 1576, the Rose in 1587, the Swan in 1595, the 
Globe in 1598, the Fortune in 1599, the Red Bull about 1605, and the Hope in 1613. 
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same office, and by Kingjaip.es himself, during most of the time 
of Shakespeare’s connexion with them, had their theatres to 
themselves and more or less in their own handS and ownership. 
Among their number was Richard Burbage, their leading tragic 
actor, the son of James Burbage who built the Theatre, John 
Hcminge and Henry Condcll, the editors-to-be of the First Folio 
edition of Shakespeare’s plays, and William KcrApe, the great 
comic actor. In 1598 they decided to leave Shoreditch and 
move to Southwark, where they erected the Globe theatre on 
the Bankside at the joint expense of the chief members of the 
company, including Shakespeare. It was their own theatre, and ' 
for the first time we have the actors masters in their own house. 
No wonder that the history of the Globe theatre is one of glory 
as well as of prosperity, that its company was the most solidly 
organised of all, in the highest repute, attracting to itself the 
best actors and the finest dramatic work of the age, and was 
fittingly chosen, when James came to the throne, to be the 
King’s Men. Shakespeare was working, as actor and dramatist, 
under the fairest and most stimulating conditions that the time 
could afford. 

From 1608 onwards the company had two theatres. In that 
year they obtained a lease of a theatre in the Blackfriars, con- 
sisting of a hall and adjacent rooms converted to that purpose.^ 
The Globe, unroofed and open to the sky, was more suitable for 
summer use, while the Bla< kfriars, an indoor theatre, was better 
adapted for winter playing.^ It was in tliese two theatres that 
the plays of Shakespeare’s maturity were performed. And to 
them the comfort and dignity of the houses, the quality of the 
plays, and the excellence of the acting, attracted all that was 
best in Elizabethan audiences. The evidence is clear that Shaker) 
spearc’s relations with his fellow-actors were intimate and happy, 
and that all conspired to dcaw from him tlie highest and com- 
plctcst art that his great genius could beget. 

* For the history of the Blackfriars theatre, see below, pp. 15-16, 18-20. 

* There is some evidence that the audience at the Blackfriars was likely to be 
more select than that at the Globe. In the earlier years of the use of the two theatres, 
the company possibly allowed for this in their provision for both.^ In time, the 
Globe sank dchnitcly to second place. 
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THE BOYS’ COMPANIES 

The acting t)f plays seems to have been a regular feature of 
Tudor .education both in schools and in universities. In 1567, 
for example, I find the guardian of a boy, anxious to prove that 
he had had him brought up in learning and ‘ like a gentleman 
child briitging evidence of his proficiency in the part he was 
to take in a play at his Blackfriars school. The boy also sang in 
St Faith’s choir. He was then under twelve years of age. ^ Here 
was the material of which a number of boys’ companies were 
composed. The Boys of St Paul’s took part in the public perform- 
ance of a miracle play in 1378. The Children of the Chapel 
Royal, under their master, from furnishing music to the Court 
of 1 lenry IV, came to be trained also for dramatic performances 
at Court under Henry VIII. The Boys of St Paul’s similarly 
presented interludes before Henry VIII, led by John Heywood, 
the writer of their plays, and Sebastian Westcott their master. 
Other great schools and chapels contributed to such activities. 
Such boys’ companies .shared the patronage of the Court with 
professional adult comjsanics, and in the end some of them 
came to be profcs.sionally organised for public performances. 
In 1576 we find the Children of the Chapel pci forming at a 
theatre opened in Blackftiars, in part of the buildings of the 
dissolved monastery, by Richard Farrant, who had come to 
some financial agreement with their master, William Hunnis. 
And a few years later the Paul's Boys, under Thomas Giles, 
joined them there, acting Lyly’s plays publicly in 158'j.. The 
Paul’s Boys cc ntinued later as a separate organisation in 
their own theat^'e near St Paul’s, for the profit of Giles and 
Lyly, until about 1590. 'flie company was revived again ten 
years later, managed by Edward Peers and Thomas Woodford, 
with plays by Marston, Chapman and Middleton, but came to 
an end about 1606. So also the Children of the Chapel are 
found again at Blackfriars after an interval, in 1600, under 
Nathaniel Giles, their master, and his financial partner Henry 
Evans, acting plays of Ben Jonson, Chapman, Marston and 

‘ P.R.O. c. 24/80. 
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Day. They were reorganised as Children of the Queen’s Revels, 
indicating how far the process of professionalisation had taken 
them from their ancient status, and continued 'under varying 
names and managers, moving to a Whitefriars theatre in 1609, 
until about 1615. The adult companies had, in the end, beaten 
the boys out of the field. 

In the early history of the Elizabethan stage *lhe literary 
quality of the boys’ plays, as well as the weight of custom, gave 
them an advantage. They could furnish the grace of music, too. 
But the men’s companies, as they developed, allied to themselves 
scholar-writers and produced their own dramatists of genius. 
Moreover, they attracted into their ranks the best boy actors as 
they grew up, and trained their own boy apprentices. So they 
could oficr to the Court as to the public all the qualities of the 
boys’ performances and in addition the deeper passion, realism 
and humanity of adult acting. But there is no doubt that the 
Blackfriars Children were formidable rivals even to Shake- 
speare’s company at the Globe at the end of the sixteenth 
century. 


COURT AND PRIVATE PERFORMANCES 

The evidence of the repute in which his company was held 
may well be found in the frequency with which they were in- 
vited to jjcrform away from their theatres in places where it was 
an honour to provide such entertainment. It was, moreover, a 
source of profit of great importance in a company’s budget. 
£10 was the price paid by Queen Elizabeth and King James for 
the performance of a play at Court. ^ And when plague closed 
the theatres and deprived the King’s Men of their ordinary 
sources of revenue in London, they were kept in being and in 
practice for Court plays by gifts amounting to as much as 
in one year from their royal jiatron. The Master of the Revels at 

_ ‘ In 1595 Hcnslowc was drawing up to a day as landlord of the R' ise, though 
his average share was no more than 30^. He took as his share half the receipts for 
the galleries. But vse cannot with certainty deduce the whole ‘house’ from this. 
About 1616 the Red Bull, at its very best, took in ,{^8 or £9 a day. When after i6a8 
Sir Henry Herbert, then Master of the Revels, took ‘benefits’, they apiounted to 
about at the Globe and ;(|i6 at the Blackfriars. 
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Court chose plays and companies for the Queen’s or the King’s 
amusement, especially at the Christmas season, the perform- 
ances being gfven at the royal palaces. The Inns of Court also 
celebrq,ted great occasions with dramatic entertainments. The 
fledgling lawyers were especial lovers of the theatre. They gave 
their own shows, and they also brought in the professionals, as 
on the famflus occasion when Shakespeare’s Comedy of Errors was 
performed, as part of the revels, on a Grand Night at Gray’s Inn 
in 1594. Finally, it was the fashion for the nobility to present 
plays for the amusement of their guests in their own houses, in 
celebration of a wedding, for c.\ample, or in honour of some 
notable visitor. So we see, in the play of Sir Thomas More, how 
More sends for the Cardinal’s Men to act before his guests. And 
Shakespeare himself gives pictures of similar performances in 
private houses, as in Hamlet or A Midsummer Night's Dream. It is 
a matter of great interest to consider how far plays were actually 
written for such occasions, and there is much to be said for the 
belief that some of Shakespeare’s own plays were so devised. It 
may well be that A Midsummer Night's Dream was written and 
first acted for the celebration of some noble wedding, and that 
The Merry Wives of Windm was in fact written by royal command 
for a special Court performance. There can be no manner of 
doubt that the name and fame of Shakespeare were known to all 
interested in the theatre and drama, and that he and his fellows 
bore constantly in mind the needs and tastes of those higher 
circles before whom it was their pride to be chosen to perform. 
For the most part, however, plays selected for Court perform- 
ance were taken from among those tried and proven by public 
performance. Thus intimately was the Court theatre bound up 
with the public theatre. The same drama and the same actors 
ministered to the delight of both, in the main. And this was a 
happy omen. For if the Court elcyatcd the drama by its critical 
or special demands, the general audience ensured the sturdy 
health and varied appeal of a drama that was bound to be truly 
national to satisfy it. It says much for both that Shakespeare 
was able to gratify both equally with the same poetry, the same 
wit antPhumour, and the same stories in dramatic form. 
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THE ‘PRIVATE’ THEATRES 

It is obvious, however, that the stage at Court t)r in a private 
house differed from that in a ‘public’ theatre. In the .former 
the plays were acted indoors, in a hall, and by artificial light. 
The main features of such performances were paralleled in the 
‘private’ theatres of the Elizabethan age. In them ^c have the 
third category of professional London theatres, to add to the 
inn-yard theatres and the new ‘public’ theatres. 

We have seen that Shakespeare’s company used such a theatre 
in the Blackfriars from 1608 onwards. The refectory of the 
monastery had long before served the same purpose, when Lyly 
wrote plays adapted to this stage and to the capabilities of the 
Children of the Chapel and the Children of Paul’s. The Paul’s 
house was evidently of the same ty])c as the Blackfriars, save that 
it was circular in shape instead of rectangular. It may well be 
that in Lyly’s day both houses catered especially for a select 
audience. But when they were revived towards the end of the 
century both were more popular. St Paul’s at any rate thrived 
then on topical plays of local interest to the citizens in the heart 
of the City. 

The first Blackfriars theatre was closed when the owner of the 
property retook possession of it from the managers of the Children 
of the Chapel. But in 1596 James Burbage bought a lease of a 
part of it and reconstructed the theatre. Local opposition pre- 
vented its rc-cstablishment for four years. Burbage died in 1597, 
and in 1600 his sons Richard and Cuthbert let it to Evans to 
house the reorganised Children, who were dangerous competitors 
with Shakespeare’s company at the Globe, and are referred to in 
Hamlet as ‘little eyases’ who spoil the art and business of their 
betters. 1 hey were troubled by plague, by the censorship, and by 
quarrels among the partners, and in the end Evans surrendered 
his lease. In 1608 a new lease was made at a fixed rent of -£^0 
to a syndicate which included Shakespeare and his fellows 
Heminge, Condell and Sly. Thus the competition of the Black- 
friars children was eliminated, and the theatre now came into 
the possession of the company which already owned th 5 Globe. 
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The King’s Men also took over the best of the boy actors, by 
whom the company was materially strengthened. 

Such theatres* were known as ‘private’ theatres as distinct 
from ‘public’ theatres. The term had little real meaning, for 
they were used precisely as were the others. They were open to 
all who would pay for entry, though the charges were higher. ^ 
In structure, it is true, they resembled the halls of private houses, 
though galleries were added in the course of reconstruction as 
theatres, and permanent seats, probably on .a raised incline in 
the body of the hall. These dilfercnces in structure and stage 
conditions make the term a useful one in discussions of the 
Elizabethan stage. 

It is of importance to realise, however, that Shakespeare’s 
latest plays were acted both at a ‘public’ theatre, the Globe, 
and at a ‘private’ theatre, the lUackfriars, and by the same 
actors. The conclusion is inevitable that by then there was some 
measure of similarity in methods of production at both. The 
Blackfriars theatre was remodelled to some extent by Burbage 
in 1596, twenty years after he had built the 'I’heatre and shortly 
before the Globe was planned. He can hardly have failed to 
profit by his experience in the designing of both new theatres, 
though it is not known what was the nature of his reconstruction 
of the Blackfriars. The ‘private’ theatre used more machines 
than the ‘public’ tlicatre, as we shall see. And the style of acting 
of a boys’ company in a ‘ private ’ theatre, before a select com- 
pany, was different. It was more intimate than that of the 
‘public’ theatre, and less life-like of necessity. Such acting 
would not have served for the heroic drama, built on a larger 
scale in all things, of Marlowe for example. The children could 
hardly have acted satisfactorily Tamburlaim or Shakespeare’s 
Richard III, though we know they did in fact perform Jeronimo. 
When we come to the later ‘private’ theatres, and above all 
to the Blackfriars when occupied by adult actors, we have 
to consider the jjrobable results of some decades of develop- 
ment in the theatre and the drama, and the certainty of the 

^ The char CCS at the ‘public* theatres ran from a penny to a shilling; at the 
‘ private theaircs, which were definitely expensive, from sixpence to half a crown. 
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mutual influence exerted by the ‘private’ and ‘public’ theatres 
one upon another. The ‘public’ theatre with its adult actors 
must have ensured a more natural and convineing presentation 
of characters of men, though there is no doubt whateycr of the 
excellence of boy actors in women’s parts and of their power to 
give them life. The ‘private’ theatre, in return, must have toned 
down the rant and declamation of the ‘public’ theatre. And 
this higher conception of the art of acting, to which both 
‘private’ and ‘public’ theatres contributed, is set forth by 
Hamlet who, speaking surely for Shakespeare, urges the virtues 
of moderation and natural acting upon the visiting players, in 
words which arc too often taken to refer to dramaturgy instead 
of histrionics. 

An examination of the plays written for ‘public’ and ‘private’ 
theatres respectively after iGoo gives evidence of such an ap- 
proximation. In 1604 Marston’sTA^ Malcontent could be acted ‘in 
folio’ at the Globe by Shakespeare’s company as well as ‘in 
decimo-sexto’ by the Revels Children at the Blackfriars, with a 
little padding to fill up the time taken by musical interludes, a 
feature of the ‘private’ theatres. How far the ‘public’ and 
‘private’ theatres influenced each otlier in other respects is a 
problem of great interest and difficulty to the student of Eliza- 
bethan staging. 


ELIZABETHAN STAGING 

In the matter of Elizabethan staging we have to keep in mind 
two main threads in its history. First, we have to think of the 
elementary mother-wit stage of the early professional players 
making the most of their hall or inn-yard stage, practising the 
art of improvisation with such properties and costumes as they 
could carry about with them, innocent of all attempt at scenic 
illusion or localisation of their scene. Secondly, we have the 
cultivated stage of the Court, the universities with their aca- 
demic drama, and the Iryj»-of*Cou4y^Vith them, we find clear 
traces of the kind of tha'tt I^j 9 ^^ctised by the Italian 
Renaissance theatreyv^^ch used struemra^ houses’ and painted 
back-cloths in pcr^c^vc as a unifiecl for it^ plays, the 
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action being confined to the limited locality represented. This 
method of staging was, however, modified by the needs of such 
romantic plays ^ the Court rejoiced in early in Elizabeth’s 
reign, with their wider range of locality. The convention of 
‘multiple’ staging, which used juxtaposed ‘houses’ representing 
localities distant from one another in turn as the action changed 
from one pla^e to another, was the traditional method of the 
.miracle plays, and modified the Italian influence at Court. 

The first ‘private’ theatres emulated this Court staging, and 
Lyly’s plays illustrate both ‘unified’ and ‘multiple’ setting. In 
Alexander and Campaspe we have the market-place as the unified 
locality, with structures representing the palace, Apelles’ shop, 
and Diogenes’ tub. In Midas, on the other hand, the action 
takes place in a variety of places and is not restricted to even a 
single country. We may observe that the ‘unified ’ setting would 
have served for Shakespeare’s Comedy of Errors, and it was doubt- 
less after this fashion that it was presented at Gray’s Inn. 

Had the drama continued as an art devised for artifieial 
cultured taste, practised by boys and staged in ‘ private ’ theatres, 
this method of staging might have sufficed, and might have 
dominated the Elizabethan theatre. But such arrangements 
could not have been emulated by the professional companies 
in their early eareer, even if they had wished to do so. Such 
productions needed a permanent theatre, or a permanent store- 
house and workshop like that of the Office of the Revels, and 
demanded financial resources beyond small corporate purses. 
By the time the permanent theatres were available for the men’s 
companies, in a more prosperous season for the profession, these 
methods were unsuitable for other reasons. For the drama had 
developed the scope of its action far beyond the classical limits 
of a unified place. The romantic drama was the staple enter- 
tainment provided by the professional stage, confirming the 
wavering taste of the early Elizabethan Court-stage. But the 
‘multiple’ setting provided by the Revels at Court for some play 
of chivalric romance, or for Lyly’s Midas, was not followed by 
the ‘public’ theatre. It fell back upon the freer, less limited, if 
cruder methods of the wandering players, who used no ‘houses’ 
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and whose stape, or any given part of it, could represent succes- 
sively several places in any one play. Wliatcvcr ‘houses’, as 
distinct from specific ‘pr(){)erties’, the ‘public ’"stage used in its 
later development, were of a slo( k type, convertible to various 
uses for various plays or for various parts of a play. An admitted 
convention, moreover, allowed parts of the action to take place 
in an indefinite locality whem in passage from onfc main centre 
of the story to another. Such was the basis of the method of 
staging which met the needs of the great Elizabethan drama in 
its highest dev(“lof)in(mt. Ikit it had learned some lessons from 
the C ’.ourt or ‘i)ri\ate’ stage. 

It had learned, above all, to aim at some measure of stage 
realism. In {)articnlar, it sought to use all the resources at its 
command to aid the process of illusion. It used the physical 
structure of the ‘public’ tlieatre; it used properties; and it used 
dialogue. It did not use the art of the scene-painter or the 
scene-builder, nor, cons('f|uently, did it ever change the scene in 
the modern sense of the term. But, within these limits, it did all 
in its power to suggest locality and atmosphere for the action of 
the play. The I’li/abethan play, moreover, was decoraU'd by 
handsome and cxfx'iisive dressing, the costumes being in the 
main l'di/*d:)ethan, though modilied where necessary by fancy 
and symbolism, and occasional historical suggestion. 

It is easy to realise the principal advantage of such methods 
of production, naiiK'l) the su[)ple freedom of scope and rapidity 
of movement in a drama thus loosed from the bondage of time 
and space. 'TIk* drama ('ould ri\al the (‘pic. It k('pt a liberty of 
action which h.js been regained to-dav onlv in the theatre of the 
screen, tlioneli (he revokin'^ slaec docs what it can to mnltiply 
scenes and iicc anion tVoin iininohility, in the stage proper. 

THK TYl’ICAk STRUCTURE OF THE 
‘PUBLIC’ THEATRE 

\ summary of the main features of tlic typical structure of the 
Lli/ahctluin ‘piihlie’ theatre may serve to illustrate the means 
by which dramatic illusion was furtliered. It is certain tliat tlic 
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theatres differed from one another in detail, and that the later 
theatres must have modified the structure of the cailicr ihcaties. 



in the liqht of experience gained. For example, a drawing of the 
Swan theatre wliidi has sur\ivcd shows no central opening at 
the back of the stagf , an essential feature of lire (dobe.* liut the 


3 


The accuracy of this dra^^lng, it is irur, is susiirct. 
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main outlines of the Shakespearian stage are clear enough, 
though there will always be obscure points of detail open to 
conjecture and debate. The evidence is more Complete than one 
might expect to have come down to us. We have this contem- 
porary sketch of the Swan stage, contemporary specifications 
for the builders of the Fortune and the Hope, and the whole 



THE FORTUNE THEATRE* 


body of stage directions of Elizabethan plays, together with hints 
in their dialogue. The structure was the logical development K)f 
the inn-yard plan modified by experience and by the influence 
of the Court or ‘private’ stages. The screen and side-doors of 
the hall of a great house may well have furnished the mod«*l for 
the stage-wall, and possibly for the gallery or balcony above the 
stage. There was a raised stage jutting out into a ‘yard’ or pit. 


* See Note on p. 43. 
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The audience stood in the pit into which it projected, or sat in 
the galleries built around the theatre walls and fronting the 
stage. A few even purchased stools on the stage itself or sat on 
the rushes with which it was strewed. One gallery was, as it 
were, continued behind the stage, which it probably overhung, 
and to which it formed an adjunct as an upper stage. Behind 
the stage wer<? the tiring-rooms of the actors, in which they 
dressed and kept their properties, costumes and play-books, 
from which they emerged upon the stage and into which they 
entered upon their exits. In the wall of tlie stage, which was 
hung with arras or tapestry, were three openings, one door on 
each side, and a larger opening in the centre curtained off and 
revealing, when the curtain was drawn, a space behind the stage, 
being part of the tiring-room area. This space furnished a second 
adjunct to the main stage, an inner stage. All three openings 
were at the back of the stage and communicated with the tiring- 
rooms, which were built in three stories, so that the upper stage 
could be entered directly from them, as well as from the front by 
occasional scaling-ladders. An active man could, indeed, safely 
jump down from it on to the main stage. Over the whole stage- 
structure projected the ‘heavens’ or canopy, also accessible 
apparently from the third-story tiring-room. It stood upon 
posts resting on the stage and protected it from the weather. 
The spectators’ galleries were roofed, but the pit or yard was 
open to the sky. Finally, the tiring-rooms communicated also 
with the space underneath the stage, which was boarded off, in 
communication with trap-doors constructed in the stage-floor, 
which afforded a further means of entrance and exit. Such 
were the structural resources of the stage in Shakespeare’s day, 
stjmmarily stated on the balance of evidence.^ The actor and 
the dramatist could also count upon a considerable provision of 
properties. No doubt elementary erections of a common-form 
type supplemented the structure of the stage. But the especial 
needs of any one play were met by the use of properties which 
could be got on or off the stage, moved or wheeled through the 

^ It has becn^trgued that there is evidence of side-doors also projecting at an 
angle to the stage-wall, with further balconies above each. 
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entrances, let down from the heavens, or brought up through 
a trap. 

Some of the properties listed by Henslowe forothe Admiral’s 
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THE FORTUNE THEATRE: GROUND FLOOR PLAN^ 

Men indicate the extent of the material available. There are 
not only beds, trees, benches, tables or thrones and simpler 
properties. There is machinery to draw on and off a structural 

* See Note on p. .<3. 
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wall, for example. Or a gibbet can be set up. There is a cauldron 
for Barabas to fall into in The Jew of Malta, a ‘great horse’ for 
a Troy play, jf Hell Mouth (a survival of miracle-play effects. 



THE FORTUNE THEATRE : *FIRST FLOOR PLAN 

and a practicable structure), a tree of golden apples, and even 
a ‘cloth of the Sun and Moon’ and a ‘city of Rome’, probably 
the nearest approaches in a ‘public’ theatre to the painted 
canvases of the Court productions. It was the business of the 




THE THEATRES AND COMPANIES 


30 

theatre craftsman to make the utmost and most ingenious use 
of these resources to further dramatic purposes. Properties used 
in the inner stage could be removed after closing the curtain, 
before that part of the stage was needed again. It is always to 
be understood that the action which centred on any given part 
of the stage could, as it were, borrow space from the main stage 
and spread outwards. In Love's Labour's Lost one’^door could 
represent the palace of the King of Navarre. The environment 
of the palace could then extend into the stage and yet remain 
localised. So also with the opposite door for the ladies of France 
and their territory in the Park. Thus again the inner stage need 
not be thought of as restricting the action set in it within its 
actual limits. It was a nucleus, and could be extended outwards 
without disturbing the illusion. 

There is little doubt that in the later ‘private’ theatres the 
tradidonal settings of the early Blackfriars and Court perform- 
ances continued to be practised. Marston could still write in 1 606 
of ‘the fashion of the private stage’ in presenting plays. ^ But 
the practice was certainly modified, by the need to cope with 
the romantic drama, into a compromise with the technique of 
the ‘public’ theatres, allowing for greater variety in locality. 
Their use of labels to indicate locality, a survival of an old 
practice disused in the ‘public’ theatres, may have been due to 
the exigencies of the compromise. There are, indeed, signs of oc- 
casional experiment in scene-shifting. Both at St Paul’s and Black- 
friars the stage-structure corresponded with parts of the basic 
structure of the Globe or Fortune. They had two side-doors and a 
central opening. And above the stage was a balcony which 
could be used as a music-room or as a place for stage-action 
‘above’ on a small scale. And they had trap-doors in the stage. , 

Whether at the ‘public’ or the ‘private’ theatre, the producer 
did his share to aid the illusion. The actors made it easy to 
accept the illusion. The poet stimulated and suggested by bis 
creative art. And the audience co-operated with their enter- 
tainers, susceptible of illusion and desirous of enjoying it. In a 
later chapter we shall see with what skill, ingenuity and tact 

^ In Sophonisba. 
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Shakespeare used the means at his disposal, how closely he was 
in touch with the practical craft of the theatre, how he pro- 
gressed in his crkft, and how he reconciled the increasing de- 
mands of his dramatic art with the conditions of his medium. 
It is evident that the Elizabethan theatre, far from hampering 
a competent dramatist, could furnish a satisfactory medium 
even for the dramatist of genius. Shakespeare occasionally calls 
attention to the deficiencies of the ‘unworthy scaffold’ of his 
‘wooden O’, as in Henry V and Pericles. But by no stage could 
the vast sea or the epic battle of Agincourt be presented ‘in 
their huge and proper life’. It is the medium itself, and not his 
Curtain or Globe stage, that lacks capacity for such great matters. 
And this is the thought underlying such particular appeals to 
the imagination of his audience. D’Avenant had exactly the 
same apology to make in 1656 for even the elaborate scenery of 
his Siege of Rhodes. 

THE MASQUE AND THE STAGE 

The later years of Shakespeare’s career pointed the way, 
however, to a theatre in which spectacle began to develop at 
the expense of drama. In the greatest days of the Elizabethan 
drama spectacle was in the main confined to such effects as can 
be obtained by splendour of costume, upon which the actors 
spared no expense, and which served to dress the stage to the 
admiration of the spectators. But with the reign of James came 
the vogue of the Court masque, which joined the dance and 
music with symbolic costume and also with increasingly elabo- 
rate scenic and architectural display, and machines, designed 
by such men as Inigo Jones, and carried out at enormous ex- 
pense to the King. With this the King entertained his Court and 
himself, as well as foreign visitors whom it was desired to impress. 
Such displays had their inevitable repercussion on the profes- 
sional stage, and could best be emulated in the ‘private’ houses, 
in enclosed rooms and by artificial light, before a more select 
audience, ghakespeare’s later plays ^tray the influence of the 
masque and by their strong masque element show how he and 
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his company catered for the new taste. The masque in due time 
led not only to the opera in England, as devised by D’Avenant in 
the latter years of the Commonwealth, but also set the example 
for the elaborate dicors and machinery of the back stage in the 
Restoration theatre, which carried still further the development 
of scenery in the ‘private ’ houses under masque influences. For 
the rest, the Restoration theatre continued to use 'the ‘apron’ of 
the Elizabethan theatre, jutting out from the main stage, for it^ 
principal action, and inherited from the Globe and the Black- 
friars alike the tradition of the platform stage. 

The new trend of the stage at the end of the Elizabethan 
period is evident from the supremacy of the Blackfriars ‘ private’ 
house, which, like other ‘private’ theatres, the Cockpit or Salis- 
bury Court, emulated the Court masque as an added attraction 
to their patrons.^ Both the Cockpit and Salisbury Court theatres 
were revived at the Restoration. And D’Avenant, author of 
masques under Charles I and of spectacular operas in the Com- 
monwealth, was also dramatist and theatre manager under 
Charles II. 

The theatre was still far from the ultimate logical develop- 
ment of these tendencies into the complete picture stage of later 
times, with its use of a front curtain opening to reveal a set 
scene, with its devices for changing scenery by mechanical 
means, and with its action restricted to a limited artifleial world 
of canvas and painted wood. But the trend towards scenic 
illusion was hastened by the masque, which helped towards the 
gradual subjection of the drama to its medium. With Kemble, 
Macready, Irving or Tree the drama was frozen into comparative 
immobility, and forgot the bright speed it had when Shake- 
speare planned plays of action, wide-ranging, vivified by poetic 
atmosphere and incarnate in powerful acting, for the frame- 
work of the Elizabethan «theatre. A taper or two burning, a 
sleepy tune *, and Shakespeare distilling night in words, imagery 
and thought, these things shut out all daylight from the Globe 

^ The capital examples of the growth of scenery before the Restoration arc 
Suckling’s Aglaura in 1637, Habington’s Queem of Arragon in 1640, both at Black- 
friars and at Court, Nabbes’ masque, Microcosmus^ at Salisbury Coif^t in 1637, and 
D’Avenant’s Siege of Rhodes at Rudand House in 1656. 
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theatre as darkness slowly descends, compelled by the art of the 
dramatist and actor, in Julius Caesar. 

THE REPERTORY OF PLAYS 

The plays themselves came to the actors’ companies both 
from_actor-playwrights, members of the company which used 
them, and from free-lance dramatists from whom the company 
purchased a play outright. Or a company in financial straits 
might sell a play in its repertory to another company, or to a 
publisher, when, if printed, it became common property. A 
play once in the repertory might be revised, brought up to date, 
and rewritten, either by its author or, failing him, one of the 
company’s ‘poets’. All play-books were in charge of an officer 
of the company called the book-keeper, who also served as 
prompter. Henslowe’s Diary gives us interesting details of the 
financier’s dealings for his companies with dramatists bringing 
their goods to market, selling plays sometimes an act at a time, 
joining often with from two to four brother dramatists to h^ten 
production in collaboration. I'he price of a play varied from a 
mere to four or five times the amount in later years or if 
provided by a popular dramatist. It is Henslowe also who gives 
us facts about the run of a play at one of his theatres. A new 
play would be repeated, at short intervals, from six to seventeen 
afternoons according to its success with the audience. One play 
at the Rose had as many as thirty-two performances in three 
years. The average run of a play was about ten performances. 
And there were old plays that were constantly being revived, 
like Marlowe’s Dr Faustus or Kyd’s Spanish Tragedy. The Ad- 
miral’s Men bought as many as twenty-one new plays in one 
year to add to their accumulated repertory at the Rose, and the 
total number at their disposal must have been very great. But 
few plays survived after their first run to become tried favourites. 
The Elizabethans desired novelty. Henslowe’s Diary always 
notes the performance of a ‘new’ play, which drew more spec- 
tators and t^ngs. This involved notably intense activity during 
the acting season for both actors and dramatists. 
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THE PERFORMANCE 

I Performances took place in the afternoon, after dinner, begin- 
{ ning at two o’clock and lasting generally two hours. Bills were 
printed and set up on convenient posts or distributed to advertise 
the performance. The entrance money was taken by ‘gatherers’ 
who stood at the main entrance and at entrances tc stairs leading 
from the ‘yard’ to the galleries, taking the higher prices by in- 
stalments, as it were. The stage-hangings, if black, would be 
premonitory of a tragedy, if gay with mythological tapestry, of 
a comedy. Behind the curtain of the inner stage stood some 
actor peeping out to estimate the audience as it gathered. There 
might be the poet too in the tiring-room awaiting the fate of his 
play. The ‘platt’ or synopsis of the play was hung up on a peg 
for the actors to consult. ‘Stage-keepers’ were there to give 
mechanical help. And the ‘book-holder’ or prompter sat there 
with his prompt-copy, close to the inner stage. The actors were 
dressed and ready when a trumpet was sounded to give warning. 
Upon the third sounding the perfoimance began. The play was 
introduced by a Prologue, dressed in a black cloak, to pray for 
favourable reception. Then followed the play proper. In the 
' early days of the ‘public’ theatre it was probably acted straight 
through. But the practice of having intervals grew up with the 
development of music given by the boys of the ‘private’ theatres 
as an overture and between the acts, and spread to the ‘public’ 
theatres in later years. There are frequent indications of 
‘Musique’ at the end of acts in Stuart times. And two intervals 
in a public theatre play of 1631^ are marked by the prompter 
as ‘Long’ in a manuscript prompt-copy, at the end of Acts i 
and in. This may well have been the established custom of the 
theatre by then. 

I The Epilogue followed,., generally some character in the play, 
,to beg applause. The audience was apt to give clear indicadons 
pf its views during the play. And it was a fashionable thing for 
a gallant to arrive late for his seat upon the stage, to pay no 
attention to the play, to mark his disapproval and to leave before 
^ Massinger’s Beluvi asjnm LuU 
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it ended. But a good response to the Epilogue would reassure 
the actors. It was followed in the ‘public’ theatres by an after- 
piece, called a jig. The jig was originally an individual song and 
dance, but it developed into a more elaborate affair, with three 
or more players and something of a plot, in fact into an elemen- 
tary comic opera, generally on a theme that was anything but 
edifying. With this the entertainment concluded, and the audi- 
ence dispersed in merry mood. The stage-keepers came out to 
take down the arras hangings, and the actor-sharers remained 
behind to count the takings,^ or adjourned with the poet or with 
friends among the audience to a tavern for refreshment. For 
acquaintance with a Burbage, a Shakespeare, or a Ben Jonson, 
was a feather in the cap of an Elizabethan gallant, and cherished 
by some of the graver sort. 

THE ACTORS 

The actors who acted in Hamlet were also competent, at any 
rate in the earlier stage of their career, to perform the lowly jig, 
to sing and dance expertly as well as with comic verve. They 
could, indeed, take charge of what we should now call ‘variety’ 
as well as ‘legitimate’ performances. A wrestling match in As 
You Like It, a fencing match in Hamlet, Sir Andrew Aguecheek’s 
illustration of dancing feats in Twelfth Night, all would be 
genuine skilled exhibitions by trained experts. But we are not 
to think of the Elizabethan actor the more meanly for this. On 
the contrary. He was in every respect, as far as we can judge, 
better qualified for his profession than the generality of actors 
of to-day. Far too much, moreover, has been written upon the 
theme that the actor was then classed with vagabonds in the 
eyes of the law. Most of this is due to the excited enmity of 
Puritan opponents of the stage. The fact is that the actor’s pro- 
fession established itself as a legitimate occupation before Shake- 
speare joined it. It was recognised by royal letters patent as early 
as in 1574, and regulated ten years after by a royal officer, the 

^ This certainly done, and the division made, after each day’s performance, 
at Evans’ Blackfriars theatre at any rate. 
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Master of the Revels. The Queen herself patronised a company 
from 1583 onwards, and Shakespeare and his fellows, on the acces- 
sion of King James, were not only the King’s Men, -but Grooms of 
the King’s Chamber. Edward Alleyn, of the Admiral’s Men, as 
we have seen, died rich, lord of a manor, founder of a great 
school, and husband of the daughter of a famous Dean of 
St Paul’s, Constance Donne. Heminge and Condell,'fellows and 
friends of Shakespeare, were prominent parishioners of Alder- 
manbury and held office in the parish. Shakespeare himself was 
held in the highest esteem in Stratford as one of its worthiest and 
wealthiest citizens, bearing arms. They were all acceptably de- 
scribed in Courts of Law as ‘gentlemen’. And when Richard 
Burbage, the great tragic actor, died, no less a person than the 
Earl of Pembroke grieved so much for his ‘old acquaintance’ 
that he refused to go to a play given at a great entertainment to 
the French Ambassador. It was a profession that a father might 
fairly put a boy to, though not a girl, for there were no women 
on the stage. It recruited itself with apprentices who served a 
leading actor or ‘sharer’, received a training, and graduated in 
due course from singing and from women’s parts, and from 
tutelage, to man’s estate and independent status.^ A share in a 
company might be the reward of a good apprentice turned good 
journeyman in a company. Or a share might be purchased. For 
shares were as much permanent, saleable assets as any other 
kind of stock, as long as the company held together. A share in 
Queen Anne’s Men was valued at ;^^8o under James I, and could 
be bought and sold by actors entering or leaving the company. 

It is true that not all companies had the solidity of that to 
which Shakespeare belonged, and most of them had chequered 
careers. But at its best the actor’s profession was of settled 
dignity. We need not be surprised to find Shakespeare, in Hamlet, 
writing critically of the actor’s art, with much contempt for its 
inferior professors. He knew what his plays owed to the acting 

* The adult companies profited greatly by the recruitment of young actors from 
the boys’ companies, in which they had had a thorough training and a fair educa- 
tion. Thus Shakespeare’s company in 1608 had notable accessions frojji the Revels 
Children. 
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of his great fellows, just as the dramatist Webster knew what Tht 
White Devil owed to the genius of Richard Perkins at the Red 
Bull, where his tragedy was acted by Queen Anne’s Men to his 
great satisfaction. Nor must we underrate the skill of the boy 
actors who acted women’s parts, for there is contemporary evi- 
dence enough of their powers. The poorer companies, it is true, 
even in Shakespeare’s day, had a leavening of less qualified, 
sometimes almost illiterate, journeymen or ‘ hirelings ’, who were 
paid from six to ten shillings a week for their services and even, 
if the week’s takings were not satisfactory, as little as half a 
crown. But the profession was very much as it is to-day in tliis 
respect. And Shakespeare’s plays were acted by the i^eam of 
Elizabethan actors. 

His company was a stock company. And there arc clear signs 
that there was some specialisation in their parts and that Shake- 
speare had to consider this in his work for them. At least, he 
certainly made the most of their especial gifts or peculiarities. 
I do not think we should read in Hamlet the words ‘ for he is fat 
and scant of breath’ to refer to a portly Burbage but only to 
mean ‘out of condition’, as we should say to-day. For one 
thing, no leading man would consent to have these words said 
of him, if they bore that sense, lest ill-timed laughter should 
extinguish his heroic career for ever, and Falstaff remain the 
only part feasible for him to play. He could hardly have acted 
Othello, as we know he did. We may well believe that Edward 
Alleyn’s parts, ^ as written by Marlowe for him at the Rose, 
suited his technique, an earlier technique of robust decla ma tion 
and grandiose gesture, and even that Marlowe was influenced 
in his writing by this knowledge. Certainly it is true that when 
Joseph Taylor succeeded Burbage in the King’s Men, and John 
Lowin was second leading man, the whole business of acting 
must have been toned down, made less individual, passion giving 
place to dignity or pathos, declamation to eloquence, in Shake- 
speare’s last plays and in such plays as his successors provided 
for them. Shakespeare himself, in Hamlet, condemns on the one 

' A large i^agment of the manuscript of his part in Orlando Furioso has survived^ 
at Dulwich GoUegc. 
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hand robustious exaggerated dealings in tragedy, and on the 
other immoderate and ill-regulated comic acting and licence in 
gagging and ‘business’. He may well have had in mind the old 
comic ‘star’, Richard Tarlton, of an earlier generation, or his 
own fellow the famous William Kempe, the creator probably of 
his own Justice Shallow and certainly of Dogberry, who had 
left the company in 1600 to go on his morris dance '^all the way 
to Norwich and subsequently to repeat his dancing venture over 
the Alps to Rome, and was now a member of a rival company. 
Kempe was of the older school of comic acting, and it is prob- 
able that the disappearance of the formal clown or jester from 
Shakespeare’s plays marks the end of the Kempe tradition in 
this company. Robert Armin, himself an author of plays, took 
his place as principal comic actor, followed later by Thomas 
Pollard, who excelled in literally ‘fat’ parts. 

Well stocked as was the Chamberlain’s-King’s Company, it 
had to consider economy in the use of actors. And the large 
repertory necessary to an Elizabethan theatre forbade word 
perfection on the part of all members of the company in all its 
current plays. Parts were therefore extensively doubled,' as we 
may see from certain surviving summaries of the action of a 
play, called ‘platts’, used by the prompter and containing the 
names of the actors playing each part, as also from the study of 
such a manuscript prompt-copy as that of Massinger’s Believe as 
you List. Even so, the number of the cast increased rapidly from 
the four or five necessary for an old interlude to the minimum 
of nine or ten men with three or four boys required for most of 
Shakespeare’s plays. The doubling, in the main, affected the 
minor parts. But it is clear enough that larger secondary parts 
also allowed doubling. There is no more interesting pastime 
than the attempt to cast an Elizabethan play, given the known 
names of the company, the characteristic parts generally allotted 
to each, and the possibilities of doubling. Once more, Shake- 
speare had to know his business. There was little place on the 
Elizabethan stage for ‘ native woodnotes wild ’ sung even by a 
great natural genius. Acting was a serious art, and justly de- 
manded a skilled crafbman for its dramatist. Shakesf^eare knew 
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this, and so did another great dramatist, Webster, who gave 
high praise to Queen Anne’s Men 

for the true imitation of life, without striving to make nature a 
monster, the best that ever became them. 


THE AUDIENCE 

Far from being miraculous flowers growing out of place in a 
field of thistles, Shakespeare’s plays stand out in their proper 
setting, in harmony with their medium and their vehicle, and 
by no means wanting 

that which is the onely grace and setting out of a Tragedy, a full and 
understanding Auditory, 

as Webster put it. Many dramatists, it is true, gird at the pit or 
groundlings, and appeal to more cultivated taste. Even Shake- 
speare has his fling, in Hamlet. But we must beware of such 
evidence. There was something of a fashion in this, something 
of desire to flatter the gentry. It still goes on to-day, and plays 
and actors are accused of ‘playing to the gallery’, though the 
gallery (the ‘groundlings’ of to-day) now houses, we are told, 
the soundest and most unprejudiced critical taste. Shakespeare 
could not play only to his high-priced balcony, or to the gallants 
smoking on the stage, or to the Court, and write up to them. It 
is true that there were differences in theatres and in audiences, 
between Shoreditch and Blackfriars. But Romeo and Juliet was 
written for Shoreditch. And the Globe was never an aristocratic 
theatre. His ‘Prince Hamlet’ pleased all, said a contemporary, 
f' The fact is that Shakespeare found fit hearers among all classes 
, of London citizens. If they had a fault, it was that of uncritical 
catholicity of taste. It was the pit that above all demanded the 
poetic drama as well as mirth. It \vas they who rejoiced in 
patriotic historical plays and knew too little of the Court to be 
disillusioned. They saved the Elizabethan drama from becoming 
over-educated and urbanised, and preserved its strength and 
universality, despite thcorisers, men of wit and fashion, and ex- 
perimenter^ike Ben Jonson. Incurably romantic and emotional, 
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they longed for romance even if they did, while in the theatre, 
crack nuts, buy and drink bottled ale, and occasionally fall to 
riot.^ And Shakespeare, at heart in full sympathy with men of 
his own make, wrote at least as much for them as for their 
betters, and reconciled all in one delight. 

THE ENEMIES OF THE STAGE' 

The only discordant note was struck by two militant corn'- 
panics of dissidents. There were those who brought moral and 
theological argument to bear against the stage. They were un- 
able to agree with the classical view, which Sir Philip Sidney 
pressed in defence of the stage (though he satirised the stage of 
his own day), that the drama was as morally profitable as it was 
delightful. Nor would they bow to the authority of the schools 
and universities, which used the play for educational purposes 
and gave their pupils the taste for it. Even within Oxford 
University there was dissension among heads of colleges, the 
Puritan John Rainoldes against the academic dramatist William 
Gager. And in London the battle of printed controversy was 
long and hot from 1577, a year after the Theatre was built, 
onwards. ‘Vain Plays’ were classed with dancing and dicing 
as evils by Northbrooke, and Stubbes in 1583 elaborated his 
Anatomy of Abuses. Gosson, once a writer of plays, turned and 
rent the stage in books. And from the pulpit at Paul’s Cross 
notable preachers inveighed against plays as pagan entertain- 
ments, as schools of sin, as taking young and old away from 
divine service, as showing boys in female dress in despite of 
canon law, as socially dangerous. When, in 1583, a bear-baiting 
house in Paris Garden fell upon its spectators, the case was held 
to be proved by this judgment of God. In reply to these ful- 
minations the young poet and dramatist Thomas Lodge wrote 
Honest Excuses in 1579, knd Sir Philip Sidney later defended 
poetry in general and with it the stage and drama, in his Apologie 
for Poetrie, as did Nashe in his PUrs Penniless in 1592. The drama 

' Wc may remember that Bishop Latimer complained of the unruliness of dis- 
tinguished audiences at sermons preached before the King, under Edward VI. 
And Dekker, in The Gull's Hornbook^ is most severe on the gallants on the stage. 
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had for its function the presentation of moral lessons by example. 
And some modem critics have assiduously sought to vindicate 
Shakespeare on such grounds. The debate was profoundly irre- 
levant, and inconclusive. 

But the second group of opponents, closely allied to the 
Puritans, not only talked, but acted. The Puritan campaign 
died down by the end of the century, but the simultaneous 
assaults of the City authorities upon the theatres, though over- 
1 )ome again and again, were never stifled. The theatre, as they 
saw it, was a centre of disturbance, a menace to good order 
witliin the City, and a pit of infection in days when the dreaded 
plague was endemic in London. It took apprentices from their 
work and brought them into evil company. The remedy was to 
close the theatres and banish the players, or, failing that, to 
lemove the theatres from within the City walls to the suburbs. 
Against the City stood the noble patrons of the players, and the 
v.'hole influence of the Court. It was a convenient fiction that 
the players’ real function was to present their plays before the 
Queen, and they must be allowed to exercise themselves and 
rehearse their plays to that end. To forbid them to play publicly 
was therefore to interfere with their duty to the Queen and, 
worse still, with the Queen’s pleasures. The Privy Council thus 
naturally interposed between the City and the players oppressed 
by thcii ordinances. Attempts were made to arrive at a com- 
promise by regulations, from 1574 onwards. Their first result 
was the foundation of the suburban permanent theatres. The 
City succeeded, with the entire agreement of the Council, in 
enforcing temporary closures of all tlieatres during severe out- 
breaks of plague. This occurred from time to time throughout 
the Elizabethan period, and was a constant hazard of the actors’ 
trade. But when the City authorities pressed their case too far, 
and challenged the Council more firmly in 1584, they were 
obliged to yield. 

The final result of the conflict was that the supervision and 
licensing of plays, players, and theatres were taken out of their 
hands and put in charge of the Master of the Revels, a royal 
officer und<^ the Lord Chamberlain, who had long supervised 
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performances at Court. To this day the Lord Chamberlain holds 
some of these powers in relation to the stage. The City took toll 
of the players in the form of contributions to their poor funds. 
But the Master of the Revels proceeded to develop a system of 
fees for licences which brought him in a handsome income. So 
the position of the players was increasingly strengthened by the 
support of a powerful vested interest.^ There wotre still alarms 
and excursions. But during Shakespeare’s time the only potent 
enemy of the theatres was the plague, which closed them for' 
long periods both in 1592-4 and in 1603-4. During such 
closures, as also in summer, the companies could resort to pro- 
vincial tours and travel, as in tlie days of their predecessors, 
with their waggon, their books and their costumes. In such 
circumstances, as well as in the great London theatres, were 
Shakespeare’s plays performed. A wandering company of York- 
shire actors, in 1609, included the newly printed King Lear and 
Pericles in their repertory. A play, once printed, was at their 
disposal for sixpence, the price of the book. And the earliest 
texts of many Elizabethan plays bear the indications of the 
shortening and simplification which adapted them for repre- 
sentation ‘on the road’. The King’s Men often took Oxford 
in their circuit, and Cambridge too, less frequently. The title- 
page of the First Quarto of Hamlet, published in 1603, is our 
authority that they had performed Shakespeare’s greatest 
play in both the university towns. Thc.*e is a pleasant picture 
in a Cambridge University play of Burbage and Kempe among 
the students giving a lesson in the art of acting to some young 
aspirants to the theatre. This scene in The Return from Parnassus 
is surely a reminiscence of this or some other visit of Shakespeare 
and his fellows to the university. Hamlet, after all, had studied 
at Wittenberg, and would be at home in Oxford and Cambridge. 
So, we may be sure, would Shakespeare himself, though no uni- 
versity man.® 

' Edmund Tilncy, Master of the Revels during most of Shakespeare’s career, 
was a relative of the Lord Admiral, the patron of the Admiral’s Men, who indeed 
procured the post for him, and said so in a Court of Law. 

* His Venus and Adonis found its place, we are told, under the pillows of under- 
graduate enthusiasts. 
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The moral is clear. Hamlet^ most famous of all stage-plays, 
met with success and acceptance in ‘public’ and ‘private’ 
theatres alike in Elizabethan days, as also in the hall of a uni- 
versity town, or at Court, on a great variety of stages, before all 
manner of audiences. In 1607 it was even acted on board an 
India-bound ship, the Dragon, by its officers and men, off Sierra 
Leon^e, with waist and poop and companion for its stage. The 
play continues to tliis day to exercise its power, with undiminished 
vitality, on the stage as in the study, even when it is forced into 
the Procrustes bed of a theatre for which it was not written. But 
it must have air, speed, continuity, and the sequence native to 
it. So with other plays of Shakespeare, all married to the Eliza- 
bethan medium in which Shakespeare worked and was at home, 
and which he helped to develop and modify. When scholarship, 
freed from mere antiquarianism, is allied to theatrical craftsman- 
ship in the service of these plays with their essential dramatic 
stuff, we can still find them triumphant over time and fashion, 
not only as literature, but as plays. 


NOTE 

The reconstru lion of the ‘Fortune* on p. 2 /\, and the sections 
and plans on pp. 26-9, were prepared by Mr W. H. Godfrey, in 
consultation with the late William Archer and Dr W. J. Lawrence 
in 1907, from the dctA is given in the Agreement, now at Dulwich 
{Iletislowe Papers, ed. >*V. W. Greg, p. 4). This contract gives the 
exact measurements of the ground plan (p. 28) but declares that 
the stage is to be ‘ Contryved and fashioned like vnto the Stadge of 
the saide Plaie howse Ca’le*’ he Globe’. The plan of the stage is 
chiefly justified by study of j le text and the stage directions of the 
plays it accommodated. Upo.i its main features there is fairly general 
agreement, but certain details are still subjects of dispute; — the exact 
disposition of the side doors, the dimensions of the inner stage and 
of the spaces behind, and the existence of the public staircases at 
the sides. _ 




SHAKESPEARE AND ELIZABETHAN 

ENGLISH 

BY 

G. D. WILLCOCK 


ELIZABETHAN ENGLISH IN GENERAL; THE 
LANGUAGE OF THE COURT AND OF 
THE STAGE 

Any well-annotated edition of a Shakespeare play introduces 
one to some of the types of linsjuistic change which, together 
with alterations in customs and thought, make a veil or barrier 
between the sixteenth century and ourselves. Some of the com- 
monest Shakespearian tags — for example, ‘Thus conscience does 
make cowards of us all ’ — require a linguistic note of some kind 
to enable the beginner to understand their original, Elizabethan, 
meaning. The points which play the maximum part in ordinary 
language notes on Shakespeare are concerned with lexicography 
(additions and losses in vocabulary), semantics (alterations in 
the meanings and associations of words), accidence and syntax 
(changes in inflexion and coastruction). In addition there are 
equally far-reaching phonological changes. Our phonetic equi- 
valents for vowel and consonant symbols are not the same as the 
Elizabethan: the symbols ee (as in meet) and ea (as in beat) have 
now only one phonetic value and the words can rhyme; in the 
late sixteenth century tlie two symbols still denoted two distinct 
vowel sounds. There have as well been countless alterations in 
the pronunciations of individual words, of which the most pro- 
lific cause has been the desire to make the pronunciation fit a 
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traditional spelling. This tendency, growing with the growth of 
the reading population, has been responsible for the restoration 
of e for a before r (as in servant, pronounced and frequently 
written in Shakespeare’s day sarvent) and of initial h in words of 
Romance origin like humour (contrast hour) ; innumerable single 
words like soldier and somewhat have been phonetically remade 
by this modem distrust of oral tradition — sojer arri summat were 
in Shakespeare’s day not vulgarisms but good enough for royalty. 
These phonological changes play an inconspicuous part in 
ordinary annotation, and it may therefore be forgotten that 
Shakespeare’s English did not sound like ours. If we could recall 
Richard Burbage to speak a passage for us in good London 
English of his time, we should, if we had any phonetic training 
or were reasonably quick of car, have little dilRculty in under- 
standing, but it would sound to us like ‘dialect’; we should be 
able to spot resemblances to modern Cockney (particularly in 
some of the diphthongs) or to some Midland pronunciations or 
even to American or Scots, We should probably admit that the 
general weakening and partial loss of r in modern ‘Received 
Standard’ has resulted in a lack of acoustic richness and energy 
in our speech as compared with Shakespeare’s. 

Some acquaintance with these and other ascertained facts 
concerning contemporary speech habits is necessary before we 
can distinguish between the liberties in language which Shake- 
speare Jinds and those which he takes. Purists from Drydcn on- 
wards have sometimes accused Shakespeare of taking liberties 
with ‘correct’ usage when he is merely being Elizabethan and 
availing himself of a natural and legitimate flexibility which 
the language has since lost. His accentuation repeatedly differs 
from ours (as in canonize for our ednonize) and many words 
appear with a variable stress (as in cdmplete beside compute), be- 
cause late Tudor English was passing through a transitional 
phase in the accenting of Romance words and recent poly- 
syllables. Over-modernised editions sometimes by spelling or 
punctuation suggest a ‘liberty’ where none exists: in Portia’s 
last speech in The Merchant of Venice we find the line 

And charge us there upon inter’gatories 
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which suggests that Shakespeare has by ‘poetic licence’ short- 
ened, and changed the stress of, interrdgatory. But reference to 
Henslowe’s Diary and other documents where the spelling is 
‘phonetic’ shows that the word (a well-established legal term) 
was current in some form like intirget{e)ry — there has been no 
‘licence’, poetic or otherwise. A very detailed knowledge of the 
contemporary ‘Spoken language is sometimes necessary for the 
judging of Shakespeare’s puns by the standards that should 
prevail in punning circles, especially as these puns are also 
frequently disguised or distorted in modem editions. In the play- 
scene in Hamlet (Act iii. Sc. ii, 1 . 249) Hamlet (nowadays) replies 
to the King’s request for the title of the play: ‘The Mouse-trap. 
Marry, how? Tropically’ {i.e. by a figure of speech or trope). 
From the evidence of Q,i the actor probably said at one time: 
‘Mouse-trap. . .trapically’, availing himself of a change from 0 
to a in certain words of which other examples are stap (for stop) 
and Gad (for God). This <2-pronunciation was originally a south- 
westemism,^ and was probably brought to town by Raleigh and 
other Devonians. In the next line (still in Q,i) the unexpected 
location of the murder in ‘guyana’ prompts (if it be not a 
mere blunder) the speculation whether the knowing in the 
audience were not expected to see more than a somewhat 
affected pun.® 

Though Elizabethan English was characterised by much 
liberty of usage, the idea of a Standard Language was well above 
the horizon by Shakespeare’s time. The most conclusive evidence 
for this is provided by the critic ‘Puttenham’ in his Arte of 
English Poesie, 1589.* Here the young poet is advised to take the 
‘vsuall speach of the Court and that of London and the shires 
lying about London within lx myles and not much aboue’. The 
desirable form of speech is definitely identified with southern 

* H. G. Wyld, History of Modem Colloquial English, Gh. iv, 

* In Qi the relevant lines run: 

Mouse- trap: mary how trapically: this play is 
The image of a murder done in guyana. 

The Disrouerie of Guiana (describing Raleigh’s voyages) had been published in 
1596 and re-issuad (by Hakluyt) in 1598. 

* Bk. m, Ch. 4, Of Language, The identity of the author is still under dispute. 
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and not northern, and the novice is as strongly warned against 
the usage of the universities as he is against archaism and rusti- 
city. In the matter of standardisation distinctions must edways 
be drawn between the printed, the written and the spoken forms 
of the language. Thanks to the tidying efforts of the compositors, 
Elizabethan printed books show practically all writers as using 
the same general brand of English. Their MSS.? when extant, 
reveal far more personal caprice as well as linguistic variations; 
nevertheless, as Puttenham notes, the written language had pro- 
ceeded much further towards unification than the spoken. Some 
speakers, as again Puttenham notes, acquired two dialects by 
adding the courtly norm to their own home-grown local speech. 
Others, like Sir Walter Raleigh, brought their broad Devon to 
Court and kept it there. 

It is very generally held that in the late Elizabethan period a 
specially close connexion existed between good colloquial and 
written language. The more tortuous forms of prose rhetoric 
must always have taken shape on paper, but it is possible to find 
works which owe their peculiar quality to a harmony between 
the language of books and the living voices of men. Both Sidney’s 
Defence of Poesie and Puttenham’s Arte of English Poesie suggest 
the transference to paper of a trained but not artificial capacity 
to speak well and at length ; they have the lightness and urbanity 
of cultivated discourse. Puttenham’s sentences, indeed, some- 
times need the inflexions of the living voice to prevent ambiguity. 
This ease of interchange between a dignified spoken, and a 
flexible written, word was, for the dramatist, all to the good. 
He is perhaps hampered at the present day by a wider gulf 
between the literary and the colloquial. 

From such works as these, from letters, despatches and re- 
corded sayings of statesmen and wits, it is possible to guess at 
the scope of the best Elizabethan speech. But this is not to arrive 
at the native speech of Shakespeare, a ‘bourgeois’ from those 
‘far western parts’ beyond the radius of Puttenham’s courtly 
circle. Attempts to find traces of Shakespeare’s Warwickshire 
origin in his language have proved inconclusive. Shakespeare 
in London shows no sign of surviving local patriotism. When he 
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has occasion to use dialect in his plays (as in the Tom o’ Bedlam 
scenes in King Lear) he is content with the conventional stage 
‘southern’. A number of dialect words (some of them traceable 
to Warwickshire) have been collected from his works, but the 
contexts in which they occur (notably the Witches’ scenes in 
Macbeth) have mostly the effect of detaching the poet from them. 
For the accents of his workaday speech we have no evidence at 
all. As an actor he had to speak as was required of him. It is 
not possible to imagine him inflexible of mind or insensitive of 
ear. Though he had served no boyhood apprenticeship to the 
stage, he must have acquired the tones and delivery which 
would make his speech current with City and Court. 

Of the language of the accepted body of Shakespeare’s work 
as preserved in ‘good’ Quartos and the Folio it is possible to 
speak more positively. It is based on Elizabethan speech at its 
best. The popular side of Shakespeare’s art has been so much 
stressed in recent years that it may seem startling thus to claim, 
in effect, courtly affinities for his language. Shakespeare possessed, 
however, genius, professional flexibility and noble patrons; 
he belonged to a Company which, like other companies and 
more so, was a link between City and Court. It had to keep in 
its repertory plays suitable for production at Court at short 
notice and to provide actors proficient enough to avoid disgrace 
before an audience not only critical but brutally frank. This 
quality of courtly audiences was so much in Shakespeare’s mind 
during the first part of his career that we can be sure he had 
learnt his lesson or watched others learning theirs. Few people 
can witness the last act of Love's Labour’s Lost without wishing 
for the Nine Worthies, however o’er-parted, a more friendly and 
patient hearing. Athens has a kindlier atmosphere than Navarre, 
but in the final scene of A Midsummer Night’s Dream the joking 
comments of the ‘polite’ audience are not ‘asides’ convention- 
ally inaudible to the victims; they are heard and sometimes 
replied to. In both these cases the poet, as professional, is ac- 
quiescing genially in the fun poked at amateur performances. 
When the professional players come to Elsinore they meet, in 
private, a courteous but discriminadng host; in public, however. 



122 SHAKESPEARE AND ELIZABETHAN ENGLISH 

Hamlet, pursuing his antic disposition, assimilates his manners 
to those of the young blood of the Court: ‘pox, leave thy 
damnable faces, and begin’.* 

ELIZABETHAN TASTES, STANDARDS AND TRAINING 
IN LANGUAGE. INFLUENCES ON LAl^GUAGE, 
ACADEMIC AND NON-ACADEMIC 

The tendency to standardisation must not be over-stressed. 
Richard Carew,® writing about 1596, glories in the diversity of 
dialects (‘all right Englishe’) as evidence of the ‘copiousncsse’ 
of the language, and in recent times it has been declared: ‘In 
the rankness and wildness of the language he [Shakespeare] 
found his opportunity’.® Though ideas of ‘true’ pronunciation, 
orthography and usage were beginning to occupy men’s minds, 
the analogies of modem ‘Received Standard’ (as vouched for 
by the B.B.C.) and ‘Public School English’ arc misleading. 
Those who were helping to build up the courtly standard were 
less obsessed than we are by ‘correctness’ and uniformity in 
spelling or pronunciation, by ‘accent’ and all that it connotes 
to-day. They had other tests as well for a man’s quality or 
breeding as expressed in language. The features that impressed 
them most were (in words culled from their own vocabulary) : 
‘copie’, ‘sentence’, ‘pressness’, loftiness of ‘conceit’, ‘melliflu- 
ousness’, ‘readiness’, ‘fullness* of illustration and allusion. 

They thought of this language as acquired, not taught. Here 
we touch an important difference between that age and ours. 
Neither schoolmaster nor don had as yet done his best or worst 
upon the language. The schools at the beginning of Elizabeth’s 
reign were the depleted heritage of the Middle Ages, when all 
ecclesiastical institutions from the large and highly organised 
monastery to the single chantry-priest had held a potential con- 
nexion with education. Since the services of the Church were 
in Latin, since the bulk of religious and serious literature was in 

* Hamlet^ Act iii, Sc. ii, 11 . 266-7. 

' The ExcelUiuy of the English Tongue ^ printed 1614; see Gregory Smith, Elizabethan 
Critical Essays^ ii, 292. 

* Prof. G. S. Goidoii, Shakespeate's English^ S.P.E. Tracts, No. 29, 1928. 
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Latin and even business records were sometimes kept in the 
same language, this ecclesiastical education had been almost 
entirely in and for Latin. That the Reformation, substituting an 
English prayer-book and English Bible, did not bring about an 
educational revolution is due to the coincident ‘Revival of 
Learning’, to the hereditary and international prestige of Latin 
and to conservative inertia. Only the acuter minds like Mul- 
caster, Spenser’s master at Merchant Taylors’, saw or admitted 
that the chief grounds for the complete Latinisation of education 
had been swept away. 

In later Tudor times, apart from the choir schools which 
existed to train choristers for the Cathedrals and Royal Chapels, 
there were two main classes of schools — the Pettie schools for 
little children (Fr. petit) and the Grammar schools. These last 
concerned themselves (in theory) solely with Latin grammar 
and a varying amount of Greek. They resented having to waste 
time and talent in teaching English reading and writing to make 
up for widespread deficiencies in the ‘Elementarie’ course. 
Only in this last did any study of the mother tongue find a place. 
The inadequacy of the English basis appears incredible to us; 
in the Pettie school the child was expected to learn to read and 
write English, to begin to spell out Latin, to get some practice 
with figures and to be grounded in the principles of the Christian 
religion. This narrow curriculum was still further straitened by 
ignorant teaching with the help of horn-books, ABC’s and 
Primers. ABC’s consisting of the alphabet, some simple words, 
and the Lord’s Prayer or Catechism were sold for one penny. 
This and some Psalms or verses made the bulk of the child’s 
‘reading’, which he thus economically combined with his reli- 
gious instruction. The more scholarly the Grammar school to 
which he proceeded, the more ‘Humanist’ the master, the less 
attention did he pay to his mother tongue from that time forth, 
and the more was he encouraged, not only to write, but to think 
in Latin, and to find in ‘the Ancients’ a complete code for the 
ordering of life, literature and language. 

Educatioi^must have been, moreover, especially in mid-Tudor 
times, deficient in quantity as well as quality. As a result of the 
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destruction of the old institutions, the engrossing of Church 
lands, and the transference of many refounded schools from a 
land endowment to a money endowment (with consequent de- 
preciation), there was for a period a sort of school famine. The 
mediaeval world had always thought of education as a free gift 
of the Church to those who could profit by it, and this, in secular 
terms, remained the Tudor conception. In thd"' absence of a 
capitalist notion of money-making schools, it was necessary to 
found and endow them. The lead given by the King Edward VI 
Grammar schools was folloucd up by the Queen Idizabeth 
Grammar schools and the Guild schools such as Merchant 
Taylors’ and the Stratford Grammar Scliool itself. The earlier 
school famine led to a high proportionof illiteracy in older people 
at the time of Shakespeare’s coming to London; moreover, the 
entanglement of education with the results of the economic 
revolution (which was one consequence of the Reformation) 
and the absorption of vigorous minds in ecclesiastical polemic 
were prime causes of a Philistine bleakness in the pre-Armada 
period which is as clearly reflected in the literary language as in 
any other field. Except when the lilt of a tunc enfranchises mind 
and ear, the diction, the rhymes and rhythms of the mid-century 
poets between the Songs and Sonnets (1557) and The Shepheards 
Calender (1579) are meagre and obvious. Barnabc Googe, author 
of Eglogs, Epylaphes and Sonettes (1563), will provide a representa- 
tive specimen of the sort of language that could earn a man a 
reputation in those days : 

Whan thou doste hvm forget I wysh, 
all mischifes on the lyght. 

And after death, the Fendes of Hell, 
torment thy lyuyng spryght.^ 

Even the swashbuckling Gascoigne rarely, if ever, escapes from 
(he contemporary blight: 

And thereupon I have presumed yet. 

To fake in hande this Pocme now begonne: 

Wherin I meane to tell what race they ronne, 

* Eghga Septime. 
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Who followe Drummes before they knowe the dubbe, 

And brag of Mars before they fccle his clubbe.^ 

It is clear that a new spirit was wanted and poets of a very 
different breed, whom this unsehooled and little-considered 
language should call to adventure and experiment. 

The concentration in Public and Grammar schools on the 
literae hutnaniores of Latin and Greek long out-lasted the so- 
called Revival of Learning. The English language has not been 
very long directly under the ferrule of the schoolmaster. Indirectly, 
however, it has been subjected to a continual pressure from the 
classical languages (particularly Latin), and this pressure was 
already being exerted in Shakespeare’s youth. Of this Shake- 
speare shows himself well aware through Holofemes, whose 
absurdities will, if carefully studied, be found to provide pointers 
to all its most imjiortant results. In himself both product and 
active supporter of the Tudor school system, Holofemes not only 
thinks in grammar but in the Latin order: ‘A soul feminine 
saluteth us’.® This reminds us that there was a danger to the 
language in Renaissance times which had not threatened during 
the Middle Ages. Then — though the familiar use of Latin led to 
embellishing vernacular composition with all sorts of schemes, 
tropes and allusions drawn from classical and pseudo-classical 
writers — Latin itself had been used as a living language, and the 
actual structure and substance of the native language had been 
safe. At the Renaissance rhetoric replaced logic as the principal 
subject of study at the universities, and ‘style’ became an end in 
itself. There were scholars in Italy who could not sleep o’ nights 
if they had lapsed from pure Ciceronianism during the day. The 
doctrine of Imitation as expounded by Ascham (an English 
Ciceronian) in the Scholemaster (1570) led inevitably from the 
Latin imitation of Greek to the English imitation of Latin, and 
the pedants soon began to busy themselves with the task of 
making the native language less native. A series of ‘Ortho- 
epists’, among them Ascham’s friend Sir Thomas Smith, set 
themselves to ‘reform’ English pronunciation and orthography. 

' Gascoii^ne, Posies^ *57.*); Dulce bellum iruxpertiSa 
^ Love's Labour's Loit, Act iv. Sc. ii, 1. 75 . 
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Spelling reform must have been sufficiently prominent to make 
it worth while to raise a laugh at it in Love*s Labour^ s Lost; that 
the reformer is Holofernes leaves us in no doubt as to Shake- 
speare’s standpoint. Holofernes’ ‘abAominable’^ has indeed 
long since been laughed out of court, but his debt (replacing 
dette) has secured a partial victory (we write it but do not say it), 
while of other inventions and pedantic correctioru made by his 
tribe (such as perfect for parfit, adventure for auntyr and avetUure) 
the triumph is complete. 

Syntax, sentence structure and vocabulary offered equally 
accessible fields for interference. A process of Latinisation set in 
which reached its climax in the seventeenth century with Sir 
Thomas Browne in prose and Milton in verse. On the whole 
Elizabethan verse resists invasion better than the prose, and 
Shakespeare’s mature verse-sentences, even when (as they often 
are) complex, have, unlike Chapman’s in his Iliad and Milton’s 
in Paradise Lost, an individual and native complexity. All the 
figures of classical rhetoric were becoming yearly more popu- 
larised by the publication of useful text-books in the vernacular 
applying to the adornment of written and spoken English all 
the devices of Tully’s eloquence and the rules and examples of 
Quintilian. The influence of this rhetoric is omnipresent in 
more studied Elizabethan work. It makes a very large part, 
according to Puttenham, of the Art of English poesy. He de- 
votes eleven chapters of Book in of the Arte to a delighted ex- 
position of the ‘figures’. Though they are minutely distinguished 
and classified, the bulk of them (and all that were commonly 
used) resolve themselves into variations of two principles — 
balance (including antithesis) and repetition. They thus natur- 
ally exert a potent influence on the shape and design of English 
sentences. These figures arc pervasive in Spenser and rife in the 
drama of the University Wits. They were thus a part of Shake- 
speare’s heritage, as can be seen in early plays like Richard //and 
King John. Not only figures but ornate and pedantic words were 
disseminated by the arts of rhetoric. Puttenham’s amusing and 
sometimes delightful Englishings of the Gieek terms (rendering, 

^ Lovers Labour's Lost, Act v. Sc. i, 1. 23 . 
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for example, Epizeuxis by ‘Underlay or Coockoo-spel’) were a 
spirited attempt to resist undue classical invasion of the vocabu- 
lary. The books of rhetoric were perhaps the most prolific sources 
of the much-decried Inkhom terms, many of which, however, 
usefully filled gaps and soon ceased to be mere ‘terms of Art’. 
Holofemes here once more appropriately enters the field with 
his ‘insinuation, as it were in via, in way of explication 
Insinuate was (though not exclusively) a technical rhetorician’s 
word. 

There was another respect in which the early Elizabethan 
language was, as compared with the literary language of to-day 
unschooled. Far more pervasive than any pedagogical influence 
is tradition. In the mid-sixteenth century many of the links 
with the past had broken or worn thin. Phonetic change had 
rendered Chaucer’s technique (as distinct from his spirit and 
narrative power) incapable of appreciation. Mediaeval prose 
had been far less developed than the verse and could offer the 
Elizabethans little guidance. The change of faith, the spread of 
‘Humanism’ and new tendencies in social life, all tended to cut 
the Elizabethan off from his English past. He was taught far 
more about the classical past than his own. The result was a 
certain impoverishment of language (again in the mid-Tudor 
period) as well as onc-sidedness of culture and imagination. 

The position of the Tuscan language in the period of Ariosto 
offers an illuminating contrast. It was overshadowed by the 
cult of pure Laiinity, but it enjoyed an unbroken literary tradi- 
tion stretching back through Boccaccio and Petrarch to Dante. 
A poet who took it up knew where he was in it; he had masters 
to whom to turn. The Elizabethans, though they acknowledged 
the rights of custom, had no comparable support in their own 
language. There was a phase of uncertainty, even timidity. 
Most of the better-known sixteenth-century writers were men 
of stout heart who refused to be daunted, but their words often 
betray an atmosphere of doubt all round them. Ascham asserts 
that it would have been, not only more creditable, but easier, to 
have written his Toxophilus (1545) in Latin (for there would 
^ Love's Labour's Lost, Act xv» Sc. ii, 1. 13 . 
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then have been a model to imitate). Sidney, in his Apologie, 
finds it necessary to rally to the defence of the language against 
two current accusations: that it is a ‘mingled’ (i.e. impure) 
language and that ‘it wanteth grammar*. Mulcaster in his 
Elementarie (1580) makes the matter very plain. He refers in 
detail (though not by name) to contemporary writers who find 
various causes of complaint with English : it is not*” certain’, and 
therefore makes an unstable foundation foi any composition, it 
is impossible to know how to spell it (Mulcaster deals thoroughly 
with that), it has not been subdued by ‘Art’, it carries no credit, 
and it is a waste of time to write ‘anic philosophical! argu- 
ment’ in it because the ‘ vnlcarned vnderstand it not, the learned 
esteme it not’. All this Mulcaster triumphantly refutes. 

The critical movements, too, of the same period from Ascham 
to Mulcaster could only have perpetuated this diflident and 
chilly spirit had the later writers given way to them. One of 
these movements — the attempt to impose classical metres on 
English verse — proceeded by forcing English words and syllables 
into alien moulds with a complete disregard of native speech 
habits and would, if successful, have cut English poetic speech 
ofl' from its roots. The crusade against the importation of foreign 
words (which emanated from the same Cambridge circle led by 
Sir John Cheke and Ascham) has something more to be said for it, 
but it was singularly ill-timed. The language needed enrichment, 
not curtailment. The drab ‘ Saxon ’ colouring given to the poems of 
Googe and Gascoigne by the prevalence of words like brats, trudge, 
trot, doleful dumps and corking care shows that a poet of singular tact 
as well as conviction was required to recover for the literary lan- 
guage the lost treasures of Chaucer’s English. 

Spenser had been through Mulcaster’s hands and doubtless ab- 
sorbed from his beatings some additional courage and enterprise, 
though he does not elect to follow Mulcaster’s modernising way. 
Coming immediately after the mid-century poets and recognising 
the ‘winter-starved’ condition of the language he turned to the 
native past for new linguistic material as well as for subject- 
matter. From the emergence of Spenser onwards a new spirit 
begins to manifest itself. A gathering of energy and confidence 
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is one of the most striking features of the years 1580-96. It shows 
itself in every department of life, art and thought, and is ex- 
pressed in language with even less hesitation than elsewhere. 
Shakespeare, younger than Spenser by some dozen years, was 
bom free of the inhibitions of the mid-century. Acquisition was 
now in the air; there was a buccaneering spirit abroad in lan- 
guage as well’ as on the high seas. The part of Shakespeare as 
language-maker has naturally been more closely studied than 
that of any other Elizabethan author. Our debt to him in new 
words, new adaptations, new phrases, which by their vividness 
of metaphor or aptness and pregnancy of gnomic expression 
have become current coin, has been assessed and estimated 
again and again, and the tale is not yet told. But the making of 
language was going on all around him. It has been calculated 
that Chapman actually invented more new words than Shake- 
speare, though they have never come home to men’s business 
and bosoms in the same way. Among the prose writers, Nashe 
excellently corroborates and endorses the work of the poets. He 
glories in language; no word, learned or popular, comes amiss 
provided it be vigorous and expressive. He grows impatient 
with the ‘Saxon’ monosyllabic small change of which the native 
part of our language so largely consists and takes no small credit 
to himself for acclimatising a new brand of foreign word — 
‘Italianate’ long verbs in -ise. The nature and quality of this 
late-Elizabethan achievement cannot be appreciated apart from 
the whole Tudor evolution in language of which it forms the 
second great phase. It is the thaw succeeding the frost. Though 
mid-Tudor barriers were now everywhere overflowed they were 
not entirely swept away. During the period ‘of long-choosing 
and beginning late’ English literary criticism was born. The 
educated Englishman became critically and linguistically self- 
conscious; he acquired standards and power of comparison. He 
was compelled to consider England’s place in the Republic of 
Letters. In the phase of expansion, fine words, racy phrases, 
exuberant sentences appealed not only through novelty and 
contrast, bi^t also as ammunition; it was as patriot that the 
Elizabethan developed his linguistic sense. 



130 SHAKESPEARE AND ELIZABETHAN ENGLISH 

Shakespeare’s plays not only harvest the linguistic wealth of 
this period of expansion, but reveal also, especially the comedies, 
a linguistic consciousness. This prompts the speculation whether 
it is possible to trace among the late Elizabethans, as well as a 
rich sense of language, some unacademic factors at work, reach- 
ing even the more or less illiterate and uniting them in a common 
interest. One such factor must have been the widely diffused 
love of music, especially of singing. John Dowland’s and other 
song-books demonstrate a capacity for lyrical comjjosition far 
outside the ranks of identifiable poets, and in addition there was 
the whole body of genuinely popular folk-song and ballad. Any 
one who had by heart half-a-dozen representative songs had the 
root of the matter in him; he had a touchstone by which to 
gauge poetic rhythm and speech. But, above all, the Elizabethan 
had to be a good listener; the more illiterate he was, the more 
he was forced to train his ear. There was little cheap print, and 
even the broadside was useless to the man who could not read. 
He absorbed the grisly details of the latest murder or the pro- 
gress of some popular agitation from the lips of someone better 
informed or more imaginative than himself. There must have 
been much derangement of epitaphs among the Dogberry and 
Dame Quickly clziss in town and country. It is the inevitable 
result of hearing long words and never seeing them. Malaprop- 
ism in characters like Dogberry and the clown or yokel in 
Love's labour's Lost is not a mere stage trick; it rests upon a 
difference in literacy between those days and these. The eager 
manner in which words were picked up shows the same acqui- 
sitiveness in the clowns as in their betters. Though they lived 
mainly upon the almsbaskct of other people’s words, if they 
found themselves at a feast of languages they stole the scraps: 

Remuneration! O, that’s the Latin word for three farthings. . . 
why, it is a fairer name than French crown. I will never buy and 
sell out of this word.^ 

Punning and verbal acrobatics show the same eager attention 
to words on the part of all classes. According to Feste one of the 
functions of high-class clowning was the corruption of words — 
* Love's Labour's Lost, Act iii, Sc. i, 11 . 130-5. 
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i.e. the audacious or humorous abuse of them — and the turning 
of sentences inside-out like ‘cheveril gloves’. The trained jester 
had to keep his society jargon up-to-date and to know when 
welkin came in and element went out. He had to be ready with 
every sort of quip or quibble. In the theatres, too, the same sort 
of verbal wit passed current; otherwise dramatists would hardly 
have toiled so*painfully at 

... a practice 

As full of labour as a wise man’s art.^ 

People loved, then, to follow words; they were also trained 
to listen strenuously. There is no comparison between their 
listening and our short-flighted ‘listening-in’. Large numbers 
stood in the open air for two hours or more listening in the 
theatres; they also stood listening to sermons at Paul’s Cross and 
elsewhere; if they sat, they sat on stools or hard benches in un- 
heated churches while coughing drowned the parson’s saw. In 
many schools and homes young people were required to re- 
capitulate on Monday Sunday’s discourse. A conscientious and 
eloquent preacher would expect to hold his congregation for 
an hour. There were homely preachers like Latimer in mid- 
Tudor times, whose successors were the Puritan orators of the 
Martin Marprelate period, in whom militant earnestness was 
valued more than learning. At the other end of the scale was a 
courtly, scholarly divine like Lancelot Andrewes. Even Latimer 
makes more demands upon his hearers than do preachers at the 
present day. Modem university lectures, though delivered to 
presumably trained audiences, offer more concessions to the 
frailty of easily-dulled minds than does the sermon of any 
sixteenth-century preacher of standing. The sermons of Henry 
Smith, a moderate Puritan who became minister of St Clement 
Danes’ in 1 587, provide excellent examples of preaching for the 
plain man, undertaken at first with no thought of literary form. 
There are extant numerous ‘pirated’ examples of Smith’s 
preaching, compiled from notes taken during delivery, and repre- 
senting approximately, therefore, the sermons as they reached 
the listener.. Smith uses a natural, middle diction, with plenty 
^ Tuilftli Act la. Sc. i, 11 . 69 -70. 
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of homely, striking illustration, but the style is never as ‘open’, 
the connexions are never as easy as would be those of a modem 
speaker appealing to an audience of ‘tired business men’. It 
requires a little imagination when reading at leisure and in 
comfort to gauge the effect upon ear and attention of the more 
intricate and sustained passages, such as this sentence from the 
sermon on ‘The Restitution of Nabuchadnezzar’^^ 

As Daniel noted the time of his pride, when he walked in his 
pallace, to shewe howe pride growes out of buildings, and wealth, and 
apparel, and such rootes : so he noteth the time of his fall, while the 
words were in his mouth, to shewe that he was punished for his pride 
and ignorance, that he might know where to begin his conuersion, 
and abate his pride, and when he had taken away the cause, then 
God would take away the punishment, so likewise he noteth the 
time of his restitution. At the ende of these dayes, that is, after seuen 
yeares were expired ; to shewe how long the sirknesse of pride is in 
curing, and to shewe how euerie thing was fulfilled which was pro- 
phesied, euen to the poynt of time, for it was tolde him by Daniel 
that he should be like a beast seuen yeares, therefore Nabuchad- 
nezzar is prompt as it were to confesse the trueth, and saith as the 
prophet sayth At the ende of these dayes, that is, at the ende of seuen 
yeares, I Nabuchadnezzar was restored to my Kingdome. . . . 

Educated Elizabethans, as well, must have retained attentive 
listening habits, and, if they had any gift of expression, a corre- 
sponding range and dignity in speech. Books were restricted in 
their circulation and were only gradually becoming pastime. 
Newspapers as drugs, and barricades between man and man, 
had not been invented. There was more reading aloud, especially 
to women as they worked. A great man’s table was expected to 
be a conversational feast; children were sent to be ‘educated’ 
in great houses by keeping their ears open while they made 
themselves useful. Elizabethan lighting must have restricted 
evening employments at home and out-of-doors. The eye must 
have been compelled to rest while the ear and tongue were busy. 
Lyly is not a realist, but in Euphues and his England (1580) he is 

^ The Sermons of Master Ilenrie Smith, gathered into one volume, 1592. The pirated 
versions, though differing in numerous details from the above Hind from each 
other, offer on the whole a remarkable tribute to accuracy of oral attention. 
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undoubtedly describing a phase of courtly sophisticated life 
which fascinated him. The dinner-time symposia, the capping 
of stories, the fireside debates, are not in their high-flown, over- 
disciplined euphuism transcripts from life, but they are based 
upon a contemporary zest for extempore expatiation on topics 
of love and sentiment which was fostered by the growth of a 
new convention of amour courtois at Court. To the interest and 
importance of this as a novelty Lyly refers again and again. 


THE AUDIENCE 

Shakespeare could count, then, on an audience of good listen- 
ers. It was an audience, too, far more ready than we are to 
think of speech as an art, to accept conventions, and quick to 
note and appreciate distinctions and changes of key, for all 
family and social life was more strictly governed by these then 
than now. There was more difference between the modes of 
address reserved for one’s superiors and one’s inferiors, between 
the tones and phrases used to the old and the young. Sir Toby 
Belch, who, though he may find congenial company bclow- 
stairs, is a man of spirit and knows the ways of his world, ad- 
vises Sir Andrew in composing his challenge to ‘thou* his 
opponent some thrice;* such a use of the familiar form by a 
comparative stranger would constitute an unforgivable insult. 
In Lear there is something peculiarly horrible in the manner in 
which Goncril and Regan preserve hollow forms of filial re- 
spect. O Sir, you are old. . .. 

If we can judge from the long stage-history of a genuinely 
popular piece like the Spanish Tragedy, the audience was more 
ready to stretch mind and ear then than now. It relished the 
sweep from epic tirade to euphuistic lovers’ debate, or from; 

O eyes ! no eyes, but fountains fraught witli tears; 

O life ! no life, but lively form of death 


^ Twelfth Night, Act iii, Sc. ii, 1 . 46. 
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to the macabre prose dialogue between the hangman and 
Pedringano: 

Ay, truly; come, arc you ready? I pray, sir, despatch; the day 
grows away. 

What, do you hang by the hour?. . . 

There was far less distrust of fine language and difect appeal to 
the emotions. Now the word rhetorical, like the word artificial, 
has acquired a pejorative meaning. The Elizabethan was afraid 
of neither. The modem dramatist or novelist who subscribes to 
the canons of ‘realism’ strives by broken sentences, reproduction 
of cliche, current colloquialisms and even by devices of punctu- 
ation such as dots and dashes, to represent the short-breathed 
incohercncics of an age grown careless of speech. The Eliza- 
bethan could savour the quality of ‘ language such as men do 
use’, but he also expected the dramatist to recall by his diction 
the divinity that hedged a king and to do his duty by all the 
great common-places— Death the Skeleton and Time the 
Shadow. The actor expected it likewise and would have thought 
poorly of a play which offered no such opportunities for the 
display of virtuosity as: ‘Have at you then, affection’s men-at- 
arms’, ‘All the World’s a stage’, ‘Farewell, a long farewell to 
all my greatness’. 

It is no derogation to the reputation of Shakespeare to point 
out that he turned dramatist at (linguistically as well as other- 
wise) a singularly fortunate time. Ten years earlier or ten years 
later would have made significant differences. The interaction 
of his early work and that of the University Wits and the changes 
in his latest plays which have been ascribed to the influence of 
Beaumont and Fletcher, preclude us from claiming that he 
would or could have remained Olympically unmoved by the 
Zeitgeist. Shakespeare grew to maturity under Elizabeth, and 
catered for an Elizabethan Court and an Elizabethan City. 
Pedant and Puritan were as yet kept in their place — the latter 
with increasing difficulty. Elizabeth herself made a royal and 
penetrating use of language and had the same taste^ m style and 
jokes as her full-blooded citizens. Under her the genius of the 
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language could combine a centralising, stabilising tendency with 
individual liberty. Excellence was admired, the right and the 
wrong were debated, but there was no worship of uniformity — 
except in church-going. The Court of James was to prove no 
substitute for the Court of Elizabeth, and, owing to far-reaching 
religious, social and political changes, the Jacobean audience 
was to prove 'Jt far less catholic collaborator in language. 

Shakespeare exercised a unique power over language; at the 
same lime his ‘normality’ can be most definitely and concretely 
illustrated from this field. He had an instinct for the heart or 
centre of language. There is comparatively little in his works of 
the more ephemeral, though vigorous, Elizabethan linguistic 
activities. Though, as in Love*s labour's Lost, Henry IV and 
Twelfth Night, he enjoyed a laugh at learned, fashionable or 
popular affectations, he was unwilling to waste much energy on 
any form of speech which lay far from the sufficiently abundant 
Elizabethan core. He prefers to suggest, rather than reproduce, the 
speech of those classes or individuals who were, linguistically, 
on the fringe. He allows rustics, for example, to reveal them- 
selves by homely phrases, vain repetitions, simplicity of ideas 
and connexions, rather than by set rusticisms or dialect,’ and 
he makes a temperate use of the canting phrases, thieves’ jargon 
and out-of-the-way professional terms so robustly exploited by 
the conny-catchcrs, and judiciously used by Ben Jonson to 
buttress his careful realism. He exercised his boldness and 
felicity not, of course, on a language which was actually used 
by all classes in his audience, but on one for which all had an 
affinity once he had illumined it to their imaginations. 

From this Shakespeare drew his potency as a language-maker. 
His words went home. At the same time he kept the most 
flexible speech ever used by Englishmen linked to great issues 
and bathed in the light and shadow of imagination. He was the 
master of 

. . . the multitudinous seas incarnadine 
a" 

Pray you, undo this button. 

> For Shakespeare’s use of dialect, see above, p. 121. 

10 UH 
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While his plays remain the common study of English people he 
will, it can be hoped, continue to exercise a centripetal, unifying 
influence on language. As a ‘tradition’ he will prevent our 
speech from suffering from a repetition of the mid-Tudor root- 
lessness. He keeps a certain amount of vivid Elizabethan word 
and phrase in popular circulation to-day. In his mature plays 
he kept the dramatic and the poetic together, jhst as he kept 
together king and clown. At the least, he may be expected to 
exert a certain pull against the narrower interpretations of 
‘realism’; in language, as in action and character, the reputa- 
tion of Shakespeare, especially when compared with that of Ben 
Jonson, has shown that what counts after a hundred years or so 
is life and power, not a day-to-day verisimilitude. 



SHAKESPEARE AND MUSIC 


BY 

EDWARD J. DENT 


The age of Shakespeare was one in which music, both in England 
and in other countries, reached an extraordinarily high artistic 
level. Not merely is it an age of great composers all over Europe, 
but it is an age in which music was widely cultivated and appre- 
ciated. In mediaeval days music had been centred mainly in the 
courts of princes, in the cathedrals and the monasteries. Out- 
side these environments domestic life had been neither secure 
nor comfortable enough to permit of any serious and continuous 
cultivation of the art by ordinary people. The English, it is true, 
had always been a music-loving nation since the twellth century, 
if not before; but in days when no music was printed and com- 
paratively little written down, musical education apart from 
professional circles (in which we can include both the wandering 
minstrels and the church musicians) must have been very irre- 
gular. During the whole of the fiflcenth century there was a very 
large production of ecclesiastical music, but our records of secular 
music during that period arc of the scantiest. Church music was 
written down and preserved for regular use; secular music, 
composed for the entertainment of people who had few books 
and comparatively little occasion for cither reading or writing, 
was learned largely by ear. There was no reason to preserve it 
in writing; when audiences were tired of one song or dance 
musicians were always ready to provide new ones. Church 
music was required for regularly recurring ceremonies; secular 
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music, whether courtly or popular, served the needs of the 
moment. 

With the beginning of the Renaissance and the simultaneous 
invention of printing, musical culture spread to much wider 
circles. At the various Courts there was more occasion for 
secular ceremonial, and in lower social circles life became 
generally more leisured and cultivated, so that ihtre was much 
more opportunity for the domestic practice of music. Music had 
been printed as early as 1465; but the real beginning of music 
printing and publishing as an industry dates from 1501, when 
Petrucci started printing music at Venice. The printing of 
secular music in England began with Wynkyn de Worde in 
1530. In Castiglione’s famous book The Courtier, first translated 
into English in 1561, there is much discourse of music, and it is 
considered to be an indispensable accomplishment for a gentle- 
man. In early mediaeval days it had been regarded as disgrace- 
ful and effeminate except for those trained for the priesthood; 
but in Castiglione’s book a gentleman who takes this view is 
very sharply reprimanded by the lady who is the supreme 
authority on good breeding. Italy set the example to all the 
Courts of Europe, and the English Court, from the time of 
Henry VIII to that of Elizabeth, took an active interest in 
music. Henry VIII was himself' a composer; Edward VI played 
the lute well, and his sisters Mary and Elizabeth were both 
accomplished performei*s on the virginals. 

The English have always been singers rather than instru- 
mentalists, and at all periods vocal music has been England’s 
chief contribution to the art. Wynkyn de Worde’s first musical 
publication, apart from ecclesiastical music, was a book of songs. 
The word song in those days generally signified vocal part-music 
rather than songs for a single voice with instrumental accom- 
paniment; but although most of the secular vocal music of the 
sixteenth century has survived in the form of part-music we 
have abundant evidence to show that tliis music was very often 
performed in actual practice by one voice with instruments. 

The favourite type of vocal music in the sixteenth century is 
often said to have been the madrigal, and that word is often 
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used very loosely to describe all sorts of vocal part-music. 
Strictly speaking the madrigal is an Italian form cultivated in 
Italy throughout the century, but mainly in the first half of it. 
The leaders of music from about 1450 to 1550 were the Nether- 
landers, and Italy in those days was overrun with Netherlandish 
musicians who were employed at the Italian Courts. The Ittdian 
madrigal was^the joint product of Netherlandish music and 
Italian poetry. England naturally maintained a close connexion 
with the Netherlands, and it was indeed from England that the 
Netherlanders had learned their musical style in the fifteenth 
century, a style which in the fourteenth century seems to have 
arisen from contact between England and Italy. During the first 
half of the sixteenth century England possessed a flourishing school 
of its own, closely allied to that of the Netherlands, but charac- 
teristically English and showing no signs of Italian musical 
influence. Italian music did not reach England until at least 
half-way through the century, and its influence was not markedly 
felt until after the publication of Miisica Tramalpina, a collection 
of Italian madrigals with English words, in 1588. It is from this 
date that the great school of English madrigal composers begins, 
going on into the reign of James I. 

The Italian madrigal, especially in these later years, was 
cultivated mainly at the small Courts, where professional singers 
and instrumentalists were engaged. In England the madrigal 
was much more performed in amateur circles, especially in the 
houses of the great families, whether in London or in the 
country. Many English composers were regularly employed as 
domestic music-masters in great houses, as for example Wilbye 
at Hengrave Hall. If Morley is to be believed, it was the usual 
custom to hand round part-books after supper for family singing, 
and when any unfortunate guest was unable to sing his part at 
sight he was considered unfit for polite society. One may suspect, 
however, that Morley may have been guilty of some slight 
exaggeration; it would naturally be to his interest as a profes- 
sional musician to put the case for the urgency of musical 
education a% vigorously as possible. There is at tlie same time 
considerable evidence to show tliat instrumental music, especi- 
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ally for viols and recorders, was very generally cultivated by 
amateurs. The lute was the most popular instrument of the 
time, along with various other instruments of similar type. It 
has often been asserted that the lute was an exceedingly difficult 
instrument to play; but the same thing may be said to-day of 
the pianoforte, if the attainments of a Liszt or a Busoni are taken 
as the normal standard. There certainly were, irf Shakespeare’s 
days and later, lute-players of exceptional virtuosity; but one 
may safely suppose that most Elizabethans played the lute no 
better than the average amateur plays the pianoforte now. It 
was always in demand for dance music and for simple accom- 
paniments, and ‘vamping’ was probably even commoner then 
than it is in our own day. 

There was a simplified form of lute called the cittern, which 
had only four strings, and was easy to play; its widespread 
popularity is shown by the fact that it wzis to be found in every 
barber’s shop for customers to amuse themselves with while 
waiting to be shaved.^ The virginal was also sometimes to be 
seen at the barber’s, and this fact gives us a characteristic view 
of the general enthusiasm for music in Elizabethan England. 
The love of music was certainly not confined to the educated 
classes, although these naturally pursued a higher standard of 
knowledge and performance. Apart from the musicians em- 
ployed by the Court and by official bodies such as municipal 
corporations there were innumerable performers of a lower class 
who picked up a living as best they could. They were to be seen 
wandering about the streets waiting for casual engagements to 
play at weddings or other festivities; they played for the enter- 
tainment of people in taverns and in houses of ill fame. Like 
the actors, they were legally regarded as rogues and vagabonds 
if they were not definitely in the service of some prince or noble- 
man, but this did not diminish their general popularity. 

This last seems to be the music which County Paris brings to 
his wedding with Juliet, and it is not the music which a great 
nobleman would have already at his command. Here, then, 
whether by error or design, Sliakespeare is writing in terms of 

I See Ben Jonson’s The Alchemist and Epicocnem 
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another social class; and, indeed, Capulct’s household through- 
out has been more a burgess’s than a nobleman’s.* The names 
of Simon Catlitig, Hugh Rebeck and James Suundpost suggest 
that they were players of stringed instruments, but as one of 
them says : 

Fa^h, we may put up our pipes and be gone, 

it is clear that they enter playing on wind instruments, either 
shawms or recorders, and these too would sound more effective 
than strings when played behind the scenes. 

Compare this with the Count Orsino’s music in Twelfth Night’, 
a very dilTerent business and, dramatically, far more correct. 
He has his musicians in permanent attendance, to play when 
he will. And almost certainly these arc stringed instruments, 
for they accompany not only a song, but very quiet speech. 

Not more than a summary account can be given here of the 
various instruments played in Elizabethan England. The flute 
in general use was not the modern cross-blown flute (called in 
the eighteenth century the German flute) but the recorder, 
blown from the end like the flageolet or penny whistle, which 
are merely varieties of the same instrument. The recorder was 
made in several sizes, treble, tenor and bass, and used for music 
in parts. Its tone was sweet and melancholy. The fife was used 
for military purposes, and the pipe (a small flageolet) used with 
the tabor (a small drum) for country dancing. 

Feste, the clown in Twelfth Night, plays the pipe and tabor in 
combination; something of a step dance being included too. 
This asked for a good deal of skill,® and Ariel in The Tempest 
is directed to play a tunc on the tabor and pipe. Folk dancers 
of to-day will be peifecdy familiar with tlie pipe and tabor 
played by one man simultaneously. 

The hautboy was the universal reed instrument. Its tone was 
more shrill and harsh than that of the hautboy used iii modern 

' See p. 180, 

* Then- is extent a portrait of Richard Tarlton playing on pipe and tabor and 
one of William Kempe dancing a Nforris fiom London to Norwich, wiiile a man 
walks beside h%n playing a pipe and tabor too. Both Tarlton and Kempe were 
actors in Shakespeare's company. 
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orchestras. The hautboy, like the recorder, was made in several 
sizes; its bass variety is the bassoon. Hautboys were also called 
shawms or waits. The word wait originally signified a sentinel 
or watchman who gave signals by blowing a horn; early in the 
fifteenth century it was applied to municipal watchmen who were 
also employed as musicians; later the word came to be applied 
both to their instruments (shawms or hautboys) dihd sometimes 
to the pieces of music played on them. 

Horns were used only for hunting music. They are employed 
in A Midsummer Might's Dream when Theseus bids the huntsmen 
wake the sleeping lovers with their horns. The instrument called 
a cornet was not the modern cornet-a-piston, but an instrument 
(now quite obsolete) with a cupped mouthpiece, blown like a 
horn or trumpet. It was generally made of wood covered with 
leather; it had finger-holes, so that it could play a chromatic 
scale, which the horn and trumpet could not. The cornet was 
also made in various sizes; its bass is the serpent, which survived 
well into the nineteenth century. The tone of the comet was 
something like that of a trumpet, but softer; and in the ‘private’ 
or indoor theatres it seems — probably for this reason — to have 
replaced the louder instrument.^ 

The trumpet was pre-eminently a military instrument, and 
therefore traditionally associated with royalty. In Germany 
trumpeters were regarded as the aristocrats of the musical pro- 
fession. They enjoyed certain social privileges, and the music of 
trumpets at weddings and so forth was forbidden to be employed 
by persons under a certain rank of nobility. Trumpeters do not 
seem to have been such important personages in England, but 
the instrument none the less stood apart from the others as 
expressive of special dignity. Trumpets were almost always 
associated with drums. 

The sackbut or trombone, on the other hand, was more asso- 
ciated with religious ceremonies. Cornets and sackbuts were 
often used in English cathedrals and churches to support the 
organs, which were weak and small as compared to ours, or 
indeed to replace them altogether. The sackbuts were not 

^ See W. J. I,awrcncc, Shakespeare* s Workshops 1928, p. 4O, 
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exclusively reserved for church music, but they were always 
employed for music of solemn and ceremonial character. 

Of stringed instruments played with the bow the viols were 
the most important. The earlier mediaeval rebec was almost 
obsolete in Shakespeare’s day (but we find an indirect allusion 
to it in the name — Hugh Rebeck — of one of the musicians in 
Romeo and JulUt). The more modem violin had been introduced 
from Italy in Henry VIH’s reign, and enjoyed the patronage of 
royalty, but none the less it was considered in cultured circles to 
be a coarse and aggressive instrument suited only to country 
folk.^ Viols, like recorders, were made in various sizes. A ‘chest 
of viols’ generally consisted of two trebles, two tenors and two 
basses. The viol had a flat back and six strings; its tone was soft 
and reedy. 

In Pericles it is to the sound of viols that Thaisa is brought 
back to consciousness after the shipwreck. 

The rough and woeful music that we have. 

Cause it to sound, beseech you; 

The viol once more. . . . 

We may presume their use, too, for the music which stirs the 
statue of Herniione, and for that to which King Lear wakes to 
sanity. 

Any gentleman of education might be expected to play upon 
the viol — upon the viol-da-gamba, at least. Though we do not 
see him put to the test. Sir Toby Belch boasts that Sir Andrew 
Aguccheck 

. . . plays o’ the viol de gamboys. 

In Jonson’s Every Man out of His Humour the actor of Sir Fasti- 
dious Brisk is positively called upon to play one. 

The lute and cittern have already been mentioned. There 

‘ The use of the violin in Tudor times has been disputed by Mr JefTrey Pulvcr 
{Dictionary of Old En^lidi Music, London, 1923), who maintains that the words 
violin and violon in English doruments of the sixteenth century can only refer to 
treble and tenor viols. Mr Pulver holds that the v^ioliri was not much known in 
England before 1638, when Cliarics I paid 2 for a Cremona violin. If violins cost 
so much as that they were hardly lively to have been used by country fiddlers as 
Anthony Wood^ays they were. It may be noted that the word violin docs not occur 
in Shakespeare. 
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were olhcr varieties of the lute, but they cannot be described 
here. 

Upon one sort of lute or another a dramatist could be sure 
that some of the actors— of the boy actors in particular — would 
be reasonably skilled. Ophelia (by a stage direction in the First 
Quarto of Hamlet) enters, ploying on a lute; and in Henry VHI the 
Queen tells her waiting-woman 

Take thy lute, wench : my soul grows sad with troubles; 

Sing and disperse ’em, if thou canst: leave woiking 

— which is the signal for the singing of 

Orpheus with his lute made trees. . ..^ 

And, in Julius Caesar, the ‘instrument’ over which Lucius play- 
ing a ‘sleepy tune’ falls asleep, is pretty certainly a lute. Brutus 
takes it from his lap, saying: 

If thou dost nod, thou break’st thy instrument. 

The virginal, an ancestor of the pianoforte, in which, how- 
ever, the strings were not struck by hammers but plucked by 
quills actuated by a keyboard, was played mainly by ladies. 
Queen Elizabeth was an accomplished performer on it, and the 
Elizabethan composers wrote for it with a skill and ingenuity 
quite unparalleled in any other country. From a Shakespearian 
point of view, however, it is of slight importance, except for the 
fact that the collections of virginal music of the period are a 
most valuable source for the popular tunes and other pieces of 
music alluded to by name in Shakespeare and his contempora- 
ries. It does not seem to have been in use in the theatres, either 
public or ‘private’, and, indeed, could hardly have been effec- 
tive there. 

The organ, on the other hand, was certainly used in the 
theatre; it is expressly mentioned in Marston’s Sophonisba, com- 
bined with various other instruments. The word organ at this 
period generally signifies an instrument with flue-pipes; there 
was also the regal, a small instrument with beating reeds, some- 
ihing like a diminutive harmonium, but decidedly harsher in 


' The scene is Fletcher’s, certainly. 
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tone, if one may judge from the surviving specimens. It must be 
borne in mind that the organ in Shakespeare’s day was not 
exclusively a church instrument; small chamber organs were 
often to be found in private houses, and as they were easily 
moved about, often more easily than a modern grand pianoforte, 
they could be used in theatres without practical dilliculty. The 
regal was eveVi more obviously portable. 

The regal was often associated with melancholy situations; it 
was used thus by Monteverdi in his Oijeo. Probably the ‘in- 
fernal music’ of Sophonisba was played on the regal. The organ, 
with its brighter tone, was quite often used for dance music, and 
its employment does not necessarily signify any solemnity. A 
quartet of reeorders sounds exactly like a small chamber organ, 
and indeed the obvious function of an organ was to save labour, 
since one player at the keyboard could do the work of four or 
more instrumentalists. 

In modern music, whether serious or frivolous, public or 
domestic, we may notice four instruments, tlie tone of which is 
generally prevalent to our ears — pianoforte, violin, clarinet and 
horn. These four qualities of tone were entirely absent from 
Elizabethan music. The Elizabethans had no idea of combining 
instruments into anything like the modern orchestra or even 
like the orchestra of Haydn and Mozart. They had a strong 
sense of what we call instrumental colour, and of the possibilities 
of using it for dramatic effect; but their method was to group 
the instruments in families, not to use them all together, although 
they often made use of small mixed combinations of three or 
four instruments with or without voices. Such combinations 
were called ‘broken consort’ or ‘broken music’. In domestic 
performance ‘broken music’ was inevitable, as parts had to be 
played by such instruments as were available at the moment, 
and this must certainly have often been the practice in the 
theatres as well when resources were limited. 

The mediaeval mysteries had made plentiful use of music, but 
it consisted for the most part of Latin hymns and antiphons. 
There are, however, occasional English lyrics interspersed, such 
as carols and folk-songs, as well as directions for instrumental 
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music. During the sixteenth century, as the religious plays 
gradually gave place to plays of purely secular character, the 
use of songs and instrumental dances was continued and further 
developed; the Latin hymns and canticles naturally disappeared. 
A characteristic feature of the plays produced after 1 560 was the 
dumb-show, which was always accompanied by instrumental 
music. In Gorboduc (1562) each act is preceded by 5 dumb-show, 
and for each of these different instruments are specified in order 
to enhance the dramatic effect by appropriate instrumental 
colour. Violins accompany the first, introducing six wild men 
clothed in leaves; cornets play for the second, flutes for the 
third, hautboys for the fourth, drums and flutes for the fifth, 
which illustrates a battle. This idea must certainly have been 
derived from the Italian theatre. 

We have no record of the actual pieces played in these dramas, 
but we can at least note the elaborateness of the incidental 
music. Plays of this kind were acted before cultured audiences, 
and on special occasions for which money could be spent with 
some freedom. 

Music played an important part in the plays acted by the 
choristers of the Chapel Royal and other ecclesiastical establish- 
ments. The Children of St Paul’s Cathedral were also actors; 
they performed a play before Elizabeth at Hatfield in 1552 and 
also entertained her, soon after her accession to the throne, in 
1559. The Children of Windsor and of Westminster too were 
greatly encouraged by Elizabeth, and the efficiency of the choirs 
— incidentally, therefore, of the performance of the plays, their 
subsidiary occupation — belonging to the Chapel Royal, Windsor 
and St Paul’s was assured by the privilege granted by her of 
‘taking up’ — i.e. forcibly impressing — boys from other choirs 
and schools. 

The plays written for his choristers by Richard Edwards, who 
became Master of the Children of the Chapel Royal in 1561, 
arc of great interest in this respect, owing to the songs which arc 
introduced into them. These songs generally occur in death 
scenes or other moments of emotional tension; they are intended 
as the spontaneous personal expression of the character that 
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sings them, just as in an opera. Their alliterative verse and their 
frequent repetitions of words and phrases often seem ridiculous 
to the modern reader who looks at the words alone; but allitera- 
tive verse gains a certain force by being set to music, and the 
repetition of phrases has continued as a common musical device 
down to our own times, because repetition is a characteristic 
feature of muSical form and can produce an intensification of 
the emotional effect. 

Several of these songs have been discovered in various libra- 
ries. They were composed by the leading church musicians of 
the time, such as Richard I'arrant and William Byrd, and as 
might be expected they often show great musical beauty and 
expressiveness as well as accomplished craftsmanship. They are 
generally set with an accompaniment of four viols. Mr Ark- 
wright, who first discovered these songs and pointed out their 
importance, suggested that possibly some of the songs in Byrd’s 
Songs of Sadnes and Pietie may also have been composed for 
chorister plays. 

As the choirs possessed considerable musical establishments it 
was natural that music should be a conspicuous feature of their 
plays; and when we look at the songs which have survived, it 
may be wondered that England never developed out of them 
something analogous to the opera which was at this very period 
just beginning to take shape in Italy. 

But whatever might have been favourable to this, a variety 
of things eombined to nullify the o})portunity. In the 1580’s the 
great vogue of the men’s companies of actors began ; and, though 
the skill of the boys in singing, speaking, and even in acting 
would be great, quite obviously Alleyn, Burbage and their 
fellows could make a robustly emotional appeal to audiences 
that boys could not. Moreover, the men’s companies, besides 
having their own apprentices, recruited boys from the choirs 
and must have profited much by their training.^ 

Not that the boys did not retain a reputation of their own, 

^ Indeed, in 1G07-8 the King’s Men (as Shakespeare’s company had then 
become) took over the Blackfriars theatre, where a boys’ company was playing, 
largely that the^ might inherit the best of the talent it contained. See Chambers, 
Elizabethan Sta^e, ii, 21 3. 
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and the standard of their skill must have been high when, for 
some years after 1583, John Lyly was writing plays for them.^ 
These plays, rather formally and delicately written (as was to 
be expected from the author of Eupkues), must have suited their 
capacities to a nicety. Edwards with his Damon and Pilhias may 
have served in some sort as a model ; but Lyly improved upon 
it vastly. And he certainly gave ample scope for lAusic. Galalhea 
provides ‘fairies dauncing and playing’; Endimion, more fairies 
and a long dumb-show to be done to music. In Midas, Apollo 
sings to his lute and Pan to his pipe, and in Mother Bombie ‘three 
fiddlers’ are brought on to play, who must be actors also. And 
in the eight plays altogether there are at least thirty-two songs. 
Some of them are directly dramatic — might be called operatic — in 
tlicir tenor ; two in SapJio and Phao, more particularly, the concerted 
Arme, arme, the foe comes on apace. . ., 
and Vulcan’s song, labelled 

... in making of the arrowes. 

But we note no further development in this direction. The 
boys found other dramatists, who wrote for them very much the 
same sort of plays as those provided at the men’s theatres. They 
had their periods of great success; once, at least, as we know from 
Hamlet, they again seemed seriously to be rivalling the men. 
But in the end, after a complexity of dilficulties between their 
‘masters’ and with the authorities (they found themselves in- 
volved in the dangerous Marprelatc controversy), they ceased to 
count, and their influence upon the drama evaporated. Of their 
musical aptitude the men’s companies absorbed what they con- 
veniently could, but they did nothing to develop it. 

Lyly’s delicate art, after an interval, is next manifest, rather — 
though with changed tendencies — in the masque. This had some 
decorative influence on the theatre, but its music was too costly 
and elaborate to be transported there. For Campion’s masque 
‘in honour of Lord Hay’ (1607) we have directions for four 
groups of musicians ; in the gallery a consort of hautboys, lower 

' ‘For them* must stand for various companies, the history of which, their 
amalgamations and divisions, is still obscure, though niucli studf/ has Ipeen given 
to It. 
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down, on the rij^ht of the stage, a group of six voices and six 
cornets, on the left a group of twelve in which Howed instru- 
ments predominated, and lastly, nearer the audience, a group 
of ten, two violins, a harpsichord and lutes, with a trombone as 
bass. These groups were employed separately for different parts 
of the masque. There were also singers who accompanied them- 
selves on luteS on the stage; and at the climax of the masque, 
when the chief dancers made their appearance, Campion utilises 
his entire orchestra simultaneously, together with groups of five 
‘voices’ on each side of the stage. 

Nothing done upon this scale could become a popular enter- 
tainment in the economic sense; but here, if anywhere, is the 
line of descent to opera. 

The boys’ companies provided music apart from the songs 
and dance accompaniments and the incidental music in the 
plays. While the public theatres had their jigs for a finish to the 
entertainment, at the Blackfriars, when the boys were acting 
there, one could find music between the acts and as much as an 
hour of it before the play began. ^ 

The Duke of Stettin-Pomerania, on his travels, visited the 
Blackfriars in September 1602; and he records in his diary an 
excellent performance upon ‘Orgeln, Lauten, Pandoren, Man- 
doren, Gcigen und Pfeiffen’, and a boy singing ‘cum voce 
tremula’, so delightfully that unless perhaps from the nuns in 
Milan he had heard nothing on his journey to excel it. 

The men’s companies in their public, open-air theatres could 
neither make music so effective nor — at any rate in their earlier 
days — so well command it. either in quality or quantity (though 
when, in 1608, the King’s Men took over the Blackfriars, it is 
likely that they took over at least part of its music-customs too 
and saw to it that the standard was kept up).* But music they 

' For the jig and its music see pp. ss, i6o. The custom of inter-act music did 
not apparently obtain at the public theatres, where conditions would, indeed, have 
been very unfavourable to its enjoyment. For that reason it is doubtful whether 
there were more than formal intervals between the acts, or (often) any intervals 
at all. 

* Sir Bulstrode Whitelockc, writing of the year 1634, speaks of ‘the Blackfnrrs 
Musicke, who ^cre then esteemed the best of common (1.^. professional) musiiians 
in London’. 
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had to have. There were the fanfares blown from the turret 
upon trumpet or sackbut to announce the beginning of the play. 
If it were a ‘History’, or brought kings or any great personages 
upon the stage, the trumpeter would find employment through- 
out it, in blowing ‘flourishes’, ‘retreats’ and the rest, and taking 
his share with the drummer in ‘ alarums ’ and other such ‘ effects ’. 
A drummer would be needed for the ‘ marches ’,'for which, as 
for the alarums, there are a variety of directions. The alarum 
may be ‘loud’, ‘low’, ‘short’ — and the march may be ‘afar off’, 
may be a dead march, or, as in Hamlet, a Danish march may be 
specifically noted. It is evident that quite a variety of definite 
‘effects’ of this sort were obtained, probable that the audience 
recognised the significance of the particular ‘flourish’ or ‘re- 
treat’ they heard — ^though when we come to the stage direction 
in Antony and Cleopatra, ‘ alarum far off, as at a sea-fight’, we may 
feel more doubtful of this. The trumpeter and drummer might also 
be expected to appear upon the stage in character. In King Lear, 
Edgar, to take up Edmund’s challenge, enters ‘armed, with a 
trumpet before him ’, and a drummer was often, if not invariably, 
a part of the symbolic ‘army ’ which makes so many entrances in 
Elizabethan drama. Neither trumpeter nor drummer might be 
actors in the usually accepted sense; but the musicians were 
generally capable of at least a few lines if necessary, and, as we 
have seen, certain of the actors — besides the clowns, who must 
be expert upon the pipe and tabor at least — would be reasonably 
skilled upon an instrument or so. 

Besides all this, however, there would very often be more 
elaborate music demanded ; a consort of viols, or recorders, or 
hautboys, or a ‘broken consort’. And, whichever for that parti- 
cular play it might be, they could certainly be hired for the 
occasion. The airs themselves would be well known. There is no 
evidence that special music was composed for plays; the signs 
are rather that the dramatist wrote his lyrics (if he did write and 
not merely import them) to existing tunes — a custom which, 
indeed, in large part survived until the mid-ninetcenth-century 
copyright acts put a stop to it. And we definitely know that, 
for inter-act music in the ‘private’ theatres, the audience would 
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call out for their favourite tunes. Musicians of various sorts 
could be hired. These might be ‘Sneak’s Noise’ itself (if Falstaff 
did lose his voice with hulloing and singing of anthems, some 
taste for good music may have been left him !) ; it may well have 
been Sneak whom County Paris hired (so inappropriately) for 
his wedding.^ But this would seem not to have been quite what 
was required by Thurio in The Two Gentlemen of Verona, when, 
for a serenade to Silvia, he speaks of going 

. . .into the city presently 
To sort some gentlemen well skilled in music, 

nor to be what Cloten employs for the aubade in Cymbeline. 
Possibly the theatre had to ‘make do*; but music of another 
quality was certainly available. There would be the musicians 
attached to the households of the companies’ own patrons, the 
Lord Admiral or the Lord Chamberlain, or some other great 
lord. These were never forbidden to take ‘outside engagements’. 
It may have been a question of cost, as to which, in general, 
account-books of the time show a wide divergency. In 1561-2, 
for instance, we have the Dowager Duchess of Suffolk at Grims- 
thorpe paying the ‘Waits’ of Lincoln 3J. ^d. ‘in rewards for 
playing*. But the Queen’s Trumpeters had had 20J., and so 
had the Queen’s ‘violens at New yerestyde*. And *my lord 
of Rutland’s man who plaicd uppon the lute’ had, to his 
own account, received 65. Such musicians were obtainable, 
evidently. 

The evidence for what happened in these matters at the public 
theatres while their fortunes were still none too sure is conjectural 
only. It is worth noting (hat the stage directions of Coriolanus 
and Henry VIII, both late plays, call for wood-wind, brass, 
drums, and almost certainly for string music too. Henry VIII, 

^ Jl Hemy IV, Act ii. Sc. iv: 

* First Drawer: . . .sec if thou canst find out Sneak’s noise; Mistress Doll Tcarshect 
would fain hear some music’. 

This ‘noise*, or small band, of Master Sneak’s is afsjain referred to in Heywood’s 
The Iron A^e, the writing of which Chambers dates about fifteen years later. It had 
more than a passing reputation, then. And these two references even suggest that 
it may have beJh employed in the theatre. Sec Naylor’s Shakespeare and Music^ and 
the Arden Shakespeare (// Henry 71^), p. 75 n. 
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indeed, specifically requires hautboys, drum and trumpets, 
comets, lute, not to mention a solo song, and ‘four Quirristers 
singing*. But we do reach some certainty in 1624, with a 
reference to twenty-one ‘ Musitions and other necessary attend- 
ants ’ upon the King’s Men, the company to which Shakespeare 
had belonged. By then at least — and presumably for some while 
before — an orchestra made a part of a theatra’s permanent 
establishment.^ In general, however, the public theatres could 
not have provided as good music as the choristers* theatres did. 
A consort of viols, pre-eminently suited to performance in 
private houses, would still make its due effect in an indoor 
theatre, whereas its gentle and delicate tone might easily be lost 
in the theatres open to the air. 

In the public theatres, and almost certainly in the private 
ones, the normal place for the music was a curtained box called 
‘the music-room’; a part of the gallery which ran at the back, 
and, in the later theatres, probably turned to enclose part of the 
side of the stage. But the musicians were often required to play 
on the stage itself; and there are instances (as in Antony and 
Cleopatra) where they play under the stage. The ‘music-room* 
survives into the Restoration theatres (which were recognisably 
like modern ones) ; and it is not until quite late in the seven- 
teenth century that the orchestra is placed in front of the stage 
as it is in the theatre of to-day. 

Add the undoubted fact that from the beginning music was 
always considered an attraction, and that as much of it, if not 
of one kind then another, would be provided as possible; that 
certain of the actors themselves were evidently capable of play- 
ing some instrument when required, and that most professional 
musicians were capable of playing two or more different instru- 
ments, and we have a not inaccurate outline of the part played 
by music in the Elizabethan drama, undocumented as this has 
remained. 

There can be no doubt whatever that Shakespeare himself 
had a very considerable knowledge of music. His poems and 

* Sec T. VV. Baldwin’s Organisation and Personnel of the Shakespearian Compqny^ p. lo 
The document referred to is a ‘Protection* from the Master of the Revels. 
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plays are full of allusions to the art; not only does he speak of 
music plainly and directly, but he very often mentions technical 
musical terms in a metaphorical sense. But whereas writers of 
the nineteenth century seldom mention music without commit- 
ting some ridiculous error, Shakespeare never makes a mistake, 
even when he alludes to theoretical details of a difficult and 
obscure kind.** How Shakespeare acquired his knowledge of 
music can only be conjectured. He would probably have 
learned the rudiments of music, including sight-singing, at 
school at Stratford ; it is also quite probable that he might have 
found someone there to teach him to play the lute and possibly 
the virginals, if not the recorder. VVe have, however, no evidence 
as to his abilities as a performer, either instrumental or vocal. 
It should, however, be noted that although Shakespeare’s cha- 
racters talk more about music than those of his contemporaries, 
they do not give us as much useful information about the practi- 
c«il details of stage music as some of the other comedies do, and 
there are various plays by other authors, such as Marston, which 
have much more copious and elaborate stage directions as to the 
performance of music.® 

The music employed in Shakespeare’s plays may be classed 
in three groups — fanfares, dances and songs. The first category 
includes all the indications of trumpet calls, such as alarms, 
retreats and tuckets, as well as marches for drums. Music of this 
type is naturally associated with battles; otherwise the trumpets 
are reserved for situations connected with kings and princes or 
other persons of high degree. The very obscure term sennet has 
never been satisfactorily explained, but it is evident that it must 
have been a long piece of music, as compared with flourishes, 
etc. Under the heading of dances we may conveniently class all 
indications of purely instrumental music, whether required for 
dancing or not, for in Shakespeare’s time most of the serious 
instrumental music composed was written in forms derived from 
the dance. The Pavan and the Galliard were still in fashion as 
dances, but the musicians had already begun to treat them as 

^ See If ^ylor’s Shakespeare and Music, 

* Antonio and Meliida in particular. Malone Society Reprint, 1921. 
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pure music, employing their forms for the kind of serious music 
that later composers would put into string quartets and sym- 
phonies. The only other kind of artistic music written at this 
period is based on the principle of fugue, and is generally given 
the name of fantasia or fancy. Music of this type was eminently 
suited to private performance, but it is hardly likely that it was 
much used in the theatre, except perhaps in » the ‘private’ 
theatres, where it may well have been played before the per- 
formance — or during entr’actes. 

There is no evidence extant as to the actual pieces of music 
played at the original performances of Shakespeare’s dramas. 
Dr Naylor gives a number of useful suggestions for trumpet 
flourishes, etc., but they are all of later date and mostly from 
continental sources. For the dance music of the period there is 
abundant choice of material, but care must be taken to dis- 
tinguish between music written definitely for dancing and music 
which utilises the conventional dance forms for purely artistic 
purposes. For all details as regards the dances and their steps 
the reader must be referred to Dr Naylor’s book Shakespeare and 
Music. 

Shakespeare’s use of songs in the plays varies considerably, 
and it is one of the many, though uncertain, indications of the 
circumstances of a play’s production and the resources at the 
moment of his company. 

In Love's Labour^s Lost the small boy who played Moth sang, 
it seems, what was probably an Irish song, its title in the text 
corrupted to ‘Concolinel’.^ In I Henry IV, written a very few 
years later, the boy who played Glendower’s daughter had to 
sing a song in Welsh. The association of the two things may not 
be accidental. The songs at the end of Love's Labour's Lost, not 
specifically given to any of the characters, are likely to have 
been sung by Moth and another boy. In The Two Gentlemen of 
Verona and The Merchant of Venice solo singers (in the first cer- 
tainly adult, in the second probably) come on for the occasion 
only. We infer — but we must not be too certain — that they were 
engaged for the particular purpose and occasion. In The Mer- 
^ See note in the Lovers Labour's Lost volume of The New Shakespeare, 
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chant of Venice some of the minor actors and attendants ‘bear the 
burden i.e. sing the chorus. But very few Elizabethans, on the 
stage or off, would not have been able to do that respectably. 
In A Midsummer Night's Dream and The Merry Wives of Windsor 
the singers (and dancers) seem to be children, and a fair number 
of them would be needed. But these two plays, it is agreed, 
were written for special occasions — there is indeed no evidence 
that they were ever seen upon the public stage at all — ^and for 
such occasions children could easily be recruited.^ 

In Much Ado About Nothing and As You Like It the (obviously 
adult) solo singer is a character in the play; a quite unimportant 
one, but his few lines would need speaking well. There is, it is 
possible to argue, a hint in Much Ado About Nothing that he was 
not even a very expert singer. But music abounds in these two 
comedies. There are two dances in Much Ado About Nothing, and 
in As You Like It two boy singers besides Amiens. Touchstone can 
sing also; and there is a masque, which demands ‘still music’. 
It has been suggested that Shakespeare was thus lavish because 
the competition of the ‘Children of the Chapel’ — of the litde 
eyases who so plagued Hamlet’s actor-visitors — was beginning 
to be felt. Be that as it may these two comedies are made for the 
help of music, and may need it the more because they are largely 
written in prose. Twelfth Night follows close upon them, and 
again abounds in music. There is the music played to the moody 
Count Orsino; there are the catches sung by Sir Toby and Sir 
Andrew; there are above all Feste’s songs, three of them. Nor 
was this the actor who sang as Balthazar and Amiens, but (we 
may almost be sure) Robert Armin, the company’s new clown. 
Armin would appear to have been a very different sort of person 
from Tarlton or Kernpe (who were always apt to speak more 
than was set down for them), and it is thought that later Shake- 
speare fitted him with the Fool in King Lear, who had indeed to 
be singer and actor too.* But the music in Twelfth Night shows 

^ One sees, in fact, the choristers’ schools contributing their strength to the adult 
company. 

* Into the text of the Fool’s part in King Leafy however, have crept one or two 
matters, one bt*vdy passage in particular, which may, one fears, have been 
Armin’s. 
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sigpis of rearrangement. Viola, who, when she urges the sea- 
captain to present her in disguise to Orsino, says 

... I can sing 

And speak to him in many sorts of music. . ., 

was obviously to be allowed to sing; and there are patent signs 
in the text that ‘Come away, death’ was originally her song.^ 
A boy’s singing voice will crack; yet, if he can act Viola well 
one will not be quick to divest him of the entire part. There had 
been a boy who could both sing and act in Julius Caesar, written 
a year or so earlier; there is a boy to sing ‘Take, oh take those 
lips away’ in Measure for Measure, though no acting is asked of 
him. Ophelia has 

. . .chanted snatches of old tunes. . . 

and soon after the boy Desdemona must sing the Willow Song 
and sing it well; and acting enough is also asked of him. 

We arc now in the period of the great tragedies, and while the 
songs are few they have acquired a very definite dramatic 
function.* They are associated with abnormal states of mind, as 
with Ophelia and — since he is pretending to be mad — with 
Edgar in King Lear. No originality, of course, can be claimed 
for Shakespeare in this. Mad people sing snatches of song in 
other plays, and so, very often, do people when they are dis- 
traught in real life. He uses music as one of the means of 
restoring the suffering King Lear to sanity. This is a trifle more 
remarkable; but from the days of David and Saul music has 
been held to have something of that power. He uses music to 
hold Leontes spell-bound while the statue of Hermionc comes 
to life; but it has always played its part, on the stage and off, 
when any sort of magic is working. With far subtler art he uses 
Desdemona’s song, both to show us her suffering wrought at the 
moment to a point beyond all normal expression, and to insert, 
for contrast, a touch of quiet beauty before the brutal horror of 
her murder comes. 

Music has its share in the comedies of tlie last period too. In 

^ See the new Cambridge Shakespeare^ Twelfth Ni^ht, p. 100. « 

* For a full study of this see Richmond Noble’s Shakespeare's Use of Soni. 
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The Winter's Tale, Autolycus, the itinerant ballad-vendor (the 
type Still survives) and thief, who must sing his songs to sell 
them, demands an actor who can sing, and sing well. Robert 
Armin may have played this part too. In Cymbeline, besides the 
aubade, we have the curious touch of the ‘ingenious instru- 
ment* in Belisarius’s cave, which will play music if you ‘give it 
motion*. 

Mechanical instruments already existed in Shakespeare*s 
time. The inventory of Henry VIII’s musical instruments 
(British Museum, Harl. 1419) includes ‘a virginall that gocthe 
with a whele without playing uppon’, and Athanasius Kircher 
[Musurgia Universalis, Rome, 1650) describes various elaborate 
mechanical instruments which were probably existing at least 
20 years before his book was printed. Mechanical carillons are of 
still earlier date. It is highly improbable that a mechanical 
instrument was actually used in the theatre; it could be simu- 
lated by an organ or indeed by any kind of music. 

What Shakespeare mainly wanted was an accompaniment to 
the speaking of the threnody 

Fear no more the heat o’ the sun 

which the consort of viols, or whatever had gone with the 
aubade, could provide. The ‘ingenious instrument* gave a 
dramatic excuse for it. 

The Tempest, last of the plays, and half masque in spirit and 
form, na turally abounds in music. Nor has Shakespeare ever 
used it more dramatically. But never once does it dominate the 
play. As Prospero holds A'-icl captive, so does Shakespeare keep 
music the servant of his diama still. 

There has been much discussion of the relation of Shake- 
speare’s songs to what is called folk-music, especially since folk- 
music has been made a special object of study and almost a 
religious cult. The literature and the music (printed or manu- 
script) of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries in England 
show us clearly that there were a large number of simple tunes 
which enjoyed a very widespread popularity. Their authorship 
is for the most part unknown, and it is impossible to guess at the 
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actual date of their composition on the internal evidence of 
Style. These melodies are generally spoken of as traditionzil folk- 
tunes, and recently there has been a tendency to invest them 
with a kind of halo of sanctity, as if they were the fruits of a 
special inspiration denied to the composers of serious music. All 
we can truthfully say of them is that they were the popular tunes 
of their day. They are frequently to be found in the works of the 
serious composers, used for instance as themes for elaborate sets 
of variations for the virginals. In the theatre such tunes as ‘Brave 
Lord Willoughby' and ‘Fortune my foe’ were used as musical 
settings of the jigs that were the delight of popular audiences. It 
is obvious that the popular theatre always makes use of popular 
tunes, and equally obvious that a tune is likely to become 
popular if it is heard in the theatre. 

The question has often been raised how far Shakespeare was 
indebted to traditional music and to the words of traditional 
songs, but it is one which cannot be answered with any satis- 
factory degree of certainty. There are in the plays many allusions 
to the words of songs and ballads older than Shakespeare’s lime, 
and for many of these the music is extant; but these songs are 
seldom actually sung in the plays, or sung only in snatches. And 
not all of these musical allusions refer to traditional ballads; 
Dr Naylor points out that ‘Farewell, dear heart’ {Twelfth Night) 
was a song composed by Robert Jones and published in 1600, 
the year before the appearance of the play. As regards the 
complete songs in the plays, the difficulty of discovering the 
truth about them is complicated by possible corruption of the 
text in printing. Modern criticism assigns some to Shakespeare 
and some to other writers; a further difficulty arises from the 
fact that, when a tune is found that seems to belong to a Shake- 
speare song, the melody will not always fit the words ascribed to 
Shakespeare. It is still a matter of uncertainty, for instance, 
whether ‘It was a lover and his lass’ (^45 Tou Like It) and ‘O 
mistress mine’ {Twelfth Night) were written by Shakespeare and 
set to music afterwards by Morlcy, or whether Morley’s settings 
were in existence before Shakespeare wrote his plays; in any 
case Morley’s music and Shakespeare’s words do not agree as 
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satisfactorily as one would expect if Morley had composed the 
music for the actual first performance. It is further uncertain 
whether the tunes arc Morley’s own composition or whether he 
did no more tlian arrange tunes already well known. 

Apart from these two songs of Morley the only other settings-of 
Shakespeare’s songs that are anywhere near contemporary are 
Dr John Wilscai’s settings of ‘ Lawn as white as driven snow’ ( The 
Winter^ s Tale) and ‘Take, oh take those lips away’, and Robert 
Johnson’s of ‘Full fathom five’ and ‘Where the bee sucks’. But 
it is considered improbable that any of these are the settings of the 
original performances; Johnson’s music may have been written 
for a revived of The Tempest in 1613;* Wilson’s settings must date 
from considerably later, as he was not born until 1594.* It has 
been suggested that many of Shakespeare’s songs were written 
to tunes already in existence, although those tunes may not be 
known to us now; but it is difficult to see how convincing proof 
of this theory can be established, even if its plausibility be ad- 
mitted. 

The influence of the masque on Shakespeare’s plays is a 
subject more appropriate to some other chapter of this book; 
but it must be mentioned here because it is also a question of 
musical interest. The influence of the masque is most strikingly 
apparent in A Midsummer Night's Dream and The Tempest", and 
these two plays, together with the Carolan masques, are the 
direct ancestors of Purcell’s English operas. The masque, as a 
stage form, was deficient in dramatic interest, but it offered 
opportunity for music in large quantities — for long stretches of 
continuous music which enabled a composer to group move- 
ments together so as to budd up an extended musical construc- 
tion. That is its chief contrioution to the development of English 
opera. The Elizabethan chorister plays, as we have seen, if they 
had been further developed, might ultimately have led to real 
opera, for they admitted the basic principle of opera, the use of 
song as the direct expression of feeling in a character represented 
at a moment of emotional crisis. 

* It is likely *bat the play had been first produced only in i6ii. 

* But see Baldwin’s Organisation and Personnel of the Shakespearian Compar^^ p. 420. 
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The jigSi with which the performances at the public theatres 
used commonly to end, may be considered as a very primitive 
form of comic opera, for in these the whole drama was written 
in a ballad metre and sung to well-known ballad tunes repeated 
over and over again for each stanza. But the jig was too primi- 
tive and coarse an entertainment to attract the interest of serious 
musicians; it made its very natural appeal to audiences by its 
humorous situations and by the pleasure which ordinary people 
obtain from hearing a simple popular tune many times 
repeated. 

Shakespeare, for all his knowledge of music and sensitiveness 
to the theatrical value of music, never adopts the principle of 
opera. Mr Percy Scholes, starting from the very reasonable 
basis that music in Shakespeare was often associated with magic 
and the supernatural, worked out an ingenious theory that 
Shakespeare’s use of music was invariably intended to signify 
some abnormal psychological state. This theory, however, has 
not found favour with Shakespearian scholars. The association 
of music with the supernatural goes back, it need hardly be 
said, to very ancient times, and in this case Shakespeare did no 
more than follow a tradition ready to hand. Music was ob- 
viously an attraction to Elizabethan audiences, and it hzis been 
shown that the Shakespearian theatre eventually became suffi- 
ciently prosperous to be able to hire as many musicians as 
might be wanted. The musical element is most conspicuous in 
The Tempest, and The Tempest is a play abounding in effects of 
magic. Whether Shakespeare wrote the play in order to make 
copious use of music, or whether he employed music because it 
was appropriate to that pardcular dramatic idea, is a question 
which can only be answered by conjectural speculation. The 
function of the songs in the part of Ariel would seem to be to 
distinguish him as a supernatural character from the ordinary 
mortals ; this at any rate was the view of Dryden. If Shakespeare 
had had any conception of the Italian operatic principle he 
would have made Hamlet or Othello burst into melody at 
moments of crisis. Those of his characters who are generally 
provided with songs are intended to represent persons 'who, if 
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they had existed as real people, would have learned music as an 
accomplishment and have been ready to sing when occasion 
required, either as a social entertainer like Feste, or a vendor of 
ballads like Autolycus. 

From the operatic point of view music is the normal language 
in which human intercourse is carried on; Shakespeare, how- 
ever, except perhaps in the case of Ariel, and the fairies in A 
Midsummer Night's Dream, gets no nearer to this principle than 
the adoption of poetry as a normal language. Music is for him 
always something extraneous, as it is in ordinary daily life. A 
composer of opera regards his characters as creating the music 
which they sing out of their own emotions; Shakespeare is con- 
cerned only with the effect of music on those who listen to it. 
His listeners are not his audience alone, but in all cases the 
characters on the stage as well. We may include among the 
listeners even those who sing, for they sing (as many people 
habitually do, unless they are professional musicians) for the 
pleasure of singing. It is an attitude of reception, not of creation. 
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Tennyson in one of his less happy phrases sang of ‘the spacious 
times of great Elizabeth’, and panegyrists of the age of Shake- 
speare have ever since been at pains to stress its gay colours and 
sombre contrasts, as if the men of that generation differed from 
all others. Even Lytton Strachey, who was hardly to be reckoned 
among the romantics, wrote : 

by what art are we to worm our way into those strange spirits, those 
even stranger bodies? The more clearly we perceive it, the more 
remote that singular universe becomes. With very few exceptions — 
possibly with the single exception of Shakespeare — the creatures in it 
meet us without intimacy; they are exterior visions, which we know 
but do not truly understand. It is, above all, the contradictions of 
tlie age that baffle our imagination and perplex our intelligence. 
Human beings, no doubt, would cease to be human beings unless 
they were inconsistent; but the inconsistency of the Elizabethans 
exceeds the limits permitted to man. Their elements fly off from one 
another wildly; we seize them; we struggle hard to shake them 
together into a single compound, and the retort bursts. How is it 
possible to give a coherent account of their subtlety and their naiveti, 
their delicacy and their brutality, their piety and their lust?^ 

Such romantic exaggeration arises from the easy mistake of 
judging a generation by its exceptional men and books, and not 
by the average. Sir Philip Sidney was the pattern of perfect 
knighthood, but his contemporaries admired him because he 

> Elizabetfi and Essex, pp. 8-9. 
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was so different from themselves; The Faerie Qtieene, Tamburlaine, 
Hamlet, Bacon’s Essays, Hooker’s Lcavs of Ecclesiastical Polity are 
not everyday specimens of Elizabethan literature but the museum 
pieces of an epoch. It will, in like manner, be possible for the 
superficial historian in another age to stress the glories of the 
Georgian era by evoking as typical of its spirit the attack on 
Zeebrugge, Rupert Brooke’s poems, St Joan, The*Dynasts or The 
Testament of Beauty. 

For the serious student of any period, the average is more 
important than the conspicuous exception. Most Elizabethan 
books — poetry, drama or prose — ^are cumbersome and tedious 
to read, and when the common man in his actions and motives 
is considered, it will be seen that the character of the English- 
man has changed very little in its essentials. Shakespeare’s 
England, far from being spacious, was in many ways narrowly 
confined, and not least in the means of exchanging ideas. 

It is difficult for moderns to realise a world in which news and 
opinions could not be rapidly disseminated in newspapers or 
periodicals. The newspaper tends to make men unsociable; 
when one can read at home there is less need to go abroad to 
tavern or ordinary to learn the latest rumour, so that, except at 
times of emergency and censorship, the newsmonger in public 
places is regarded as a nuisance. Shakespeare’s contemporaries, 
lacking regular newspapers, had of necessity to exchange views 
by word of mouth. In towns, and especially in London, they 
lived more in public, frequenting the Court, the Paul’s Cross 
sermon, or the law courts at Westminster, ordinaries and play- 
houses; they existed therefore in a state of perpetual gossip and 
scandal, often of rumour and alarm. Moreover, no free discus- 
sion of State matters was tolerated; criticism of the Government 
was easily magnified into sedition or high treason. Even in 
Parliament, which was only summoned at intervals of four or 
five years, members were forbidden to debate matters of high 
policy. In 1593, for instance. Queen Elizabeth forbadr the 
question of her successor to be brought up, and when one Peter 
Wentworth presented a petition on the subject, he was sent to 
the Tower, where he remained till he died three years later. 
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In such conditions men were naturally more excitable and 
emotional than they are to-day, and more subject to sudden 
panic and prevailing moods; and, as there were always appren- 
tices and masterless men eager for a riot on the least provocation, 
the crowd-scenes in II Henry F/, Romeo and Juliet, Julius Caesar 
and Coriolanus were very near to common experience. 

Shakespeare* has several times depicted the effects of rumour, 
notably in King John (iv, ii, 186) and in the prologue to II 
Henry IV, which is spoken by ‘Rumour, painted full of tongues’. 
There was no exaggeration here. In the news-letters and diaries 
of the time there are constant references to the wildest gossip 
and alarms. One notable instance is described in a letter 
written by John Chamberlain on August gth, 1599, at the time 
of the false report of a Spanish invasion : 

Upon Monday, toward evening, came news (yet false) that the 
Spaniards were landed in the Isle of Wight, which bred such a fear 
and consternation in this town as I would little have looked for, with 
such a cry of women, chaining of streets, and shutting of the gates, 
2is though the enemy had been at Blackwall. 

The panic subsided, and when it was clear that all the prepara- 
tions for defence had been due to false alarm, another crop of 
sensational rumours was soon flourishing. A fortnight later 
Chamberlain wrote: 

The vulgar sort cannot be persuaded but that there was some great 
mystery in the assembling of these forces, and because they cannot 
find the reason of it many make wild conjectures, and cast beyond 
the moon; as sometimes that the Queen was dangerously sick, other- 
while that it w^ls to show some that are absent that others can be 
followed as well as they, and that if occasion be, military services 
can be as well and readily ordered and directed as if they were 
present, with many other as varied and frivolous imaginations as 
these. ^ 

Even more sensational was the sudden rumour which spread 
round London in the morning of March 22nd, 1606, that 
King James had been assassinated at Woking. The train-bands 
were at once paraded; the palace guards doubled, the gates of 

* Letters written by John Chamberlain during the reign of Queen Elizabeth, Camden 
Society, 1861, pp. 59, 63. 
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the Tower shut, and the cannon loaded. This rumour began 
about 6.30 in the morning, and spread (with many circumstan- 
tial details) until after g, when a proclamation was made that 
the report was false. 

The theatres occupied a peculiar position in the life of London. 
Sober business men avoided them as injurious to public morals, 
because the plays often presented unseemly themes, and as a 
hindrance to trade, because the apprentices were tempted to 
waste their afternoons. They were too a general meeting place 
for young gentlemen of means and leisure, and the disreputable 
characters who follow such. Moreover when free speech was 
repressed, men found in drama a speaking commentary upon 
life which existed nowhere else. Many plays directly criticised 
or presented recent events. In July 1597, for instance, all 
theatres were closed for three months because of The Isle of 
Dogs, a play written by Nashe and Jonson, which contained 
‘very seditious and slanderous matter’. In October 1599 the 
Battle of Turnhout (fought in January 1597) was enacted and 
living worthies were introduced on the stage, particularly Sir 
Francis Verc; it was noted that the player taking the part was 
carefully made up to represent the original, who was actually 
in London at the time. In May 1601 the Privy Council directed 
the magistrates of Middlesex to take action upon a complaint 

that certain players that use to recite their plays at the Curtain in 
Moorfields do represent upon the stage in their interludes the persons 
of some gentlemen of good desert and quality that are yet alive under 
obscure manner, but yet in such sort as all tire hearers may take 
notice both of the matter and the persons that are meant thereby. 

In December 1604 Chamberlain notes: 

The tragedy of Cowry, ^ with all the action and actors, hath been 
twice represented by the King’s Players, with exceeding concourse 
of all sorts of people. But whether the matter or manner be not well 
handled, or that it be thought unfit that Princes should be played on 
the Stage in their lifetime, I hear that some great Councillors are 
much displeased with it, and so ’tis thought shall be forbidden. 

‘ Wimuood’s Memorials, ii, 41. The Cowry aflair, when Jamesi narrqwly missed 
assassination, occurred in iGoo. 
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The nuisance was more common in the private theatres, where 
dramatists, through the mouths of the boy players, were at times 
very impudent and constantly in trouble. In 1605 Jonson, 
Chapman and Marston were imprisoned for some disrespectful 
remarks concerning the Scots and King James’s new ‘forty 
pound knights’ in their play Eastward Hoe; and in i6o8 the 
Children’s Company at the Blackfriars was suppressed and dis- 
banded because they acted, contrary to express orders, The 
Conspiracy of Biron, a play dealing with French history of six 
years before, and introducing the reigning French king, with 
his wife and mistress in an unseemly bickering. 

Players did not coniine their commenting to national or local 
affairs; they attacked each other. Different theatres had their 
own local supporters; competition was keen; and there was con- 
siderable feeling between rival companies, which led in 1600 
and 1601 to the ‘war of the theatres’. 

Though plays dealing directly with recent events were only 
a small proportion of the whole, audiences instinctively took 
notice ‘both of the matter and the persons’; and not only in 
dramas but in all kinds of literary work. History, in particular, 
was studied because of the parallels it offered to modern times : 
one of the most telling passages in Bacon’s Speech for the prose- 
cution of Essex was his apt comparison of Essex with Pisistratus: 
Ben Jonson, in the margin of his copy of Greenaway’s translation 
of The Annals of Tacitus, noted opposite the account of the fall 
of Sejanus ‘The Earl of Essex’. 

A good example of the way in which a double meaning was 
frequently read, and often intended, is the case of Dr John 
Hayward’s unfortunate History of Henry the Fourth. For some 
curious reason the followers of Essex found a satisfactory parallel 
between Queen Elizabeth and the story of Richard the Second 
and his deposition; and it was probably for this cause that 
when Shakespeare’s play was published in 1597 it went rapidly 
into three editions. Early in 1599 Hayward published a book 
on the History of Henry the Fourth, which related in some detail, 
and with considerable imagination, the events leading up to the 
deposition V Richard. He dedicated the book to Essex in a 
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somewhat equivocal Latin Epistle. Immediately the Council 
suspected that the book was seditious, and at intervals during 
the next two years Hayward was closely cross-examined, and at 
length imprisoned in the Tower. Moreover, the Essex conspira- 
tors confirmed the suspicions of the Council when, three days 
before the rising, they bribed the Chamberlain’s players to act 
Richard II at the Globe. The significance of the bdok and of the 
historical parallel was one of the points which the preachers 
were commanded to stress in their sermons after the rebellion. 

It follows, therefore, that to comprehend what Shakespeare 
wrote, his plays must be seen against the national background, 
which can only be built up by a close study of those events, 
great and small, which were likely to have excited the minds of 
the first spectators of a new play. 

II 

The background of Elizabethan drama from Marlowe’s Tam- 
burlaine (c. 1587) to Hamlet (published in 1603) was a great war. 

The most spectacular of the early engagements was the coming 
of the great Spanish Armada and its destruction by tempest in 
the late summer of 1588. In the following year a combined 
naval and military force was despatched to Portugal with the 
object of setting the pretender, Don Antonio, on the throne. 
The ‘Portugal voyage’ was not a success, for, although Corunna 
and Lisbon were entered and destroyed, there were great losses 
by sickness, and on their return the demobilised soldiers and 
sailors for some weeks terrorised tlie City of London. In the 
autumn a force was despatched under Peregrine Bertie, Lord 
Willoughby, to aid Henri de Navarre against the Catholic 
League and their Spanish allies. The next year English soldiers 
weie helping the Dutch in the Low Countries. By the end of 
1590 the Spaniards began to penetrate Brittany, and in 1591 
two English expeditions were sent over; Sir Roger Williams was 
in command of a small army in Normandy, and Sir John Norris 
entered Brittany. In the autumn, the Earl of Essex„took over a 
larger force to Normandy and assisted Henri in the siege of 
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Rouen; his troops included a company of gentlemen from the 
City as well as a considerable body of personal followers. The 
siege, however, was hurriedly abandoned in the spring of 1592; 
it was during these months that the heroic speeches of brave 
Talbot in 1 Henry VI aroused such enthusiasm amongst Bankside 
audiences. For the next year Henri fought a losing war, until 
in 1593 he came to terms with the League and was admitted 
into the Catholic Church. There was some natural alarm in 
England, as it seemed likely that with a change of faith he 
might also change sides; but when it was clear that Henri would 
continue the war against Spain, another English expedition 
under Norris and Frobisher drove the Spaniards out of Brest; 
but Frobisher died of his wounds. 

No important engagements by land occurred in 1595, but 
persistent reports came from Spain that a new and greater 
armada was preparing. In the summer Flawkins and Drake set 
out on a combined voyage to South America from which they 
never returned. In many quarters there was a feeling of panic. 
Anger with the French was growing; it was suspected that 
Henri was about to desert his allies and that the Catholics in 
England might rise when the enemy appeared. It was decided 
therefore to carry the war into the enemy’s country, and in the 
autumn orders went out that a great fleet was to be assembled 
in the spring. 

The next year (1596) was full of excitement. In April news 
came that the Spaniards from the Low Countries had suddenly 
invested Calais. Men were hastily demanded from the train- 
bands of the City of London, and, by order from the Lord Mayor, 
the constables shut the people in their parish churches as they 
were making their Easter Communion until 1000 men had been 
impressed. Meanwhile Essex and Lord Charles Howard, the Lord 
Admiral, hurried down to Dover to collect as many ships and men 
as possible for the relief force. All the next day the sound of cannon 
could be heard in London, but as the fleet was ready to sail 
news came that Calais had fallen. The great fleet set sail in June, 
and on the^20th appeared before Cadiz, which was captured 
after a heroic naval action. The city was occupied, sacked and 


la-j 



170 THE NATIONAL BACKOROUND 

burnt, and many Spanish ships were destroyed. It was a gallant, 
flamboyant success, and brought back good plunder. With the 
expedition went out many young men of fashion, of the same 
kind as accompanied King John in the play — 

And all the unsettled humours of the land, 

With ladies’ faces and fierce dragons* spleens. 

Have sold their fortunes at their native homes, 

Bearing their birthrights proudly on their backs. 

To make a hazard of new fortunes here. 

The Cadiz Voyage of 1596 was succeeded by the Islands 
Voyage of 1597. This time Essex was in sole command. The 
expedition on the whole was a failure. Its start was long delayed 
by the bad weather in the summer, so that, instead of raiding the 
coasts of Spain, the fleet made for the Azores, where some ships 
were taken, but much booty was lost through the incompetence 
of Essex. In October, before the fleet had returned, there was a 
general alarm of a Spanish invasion, and the forces in the 
southern counties were partially mobilised. The new armada 
had indeed set sail, but was scattered by a storm when two days’ 
sail from Land’s End. 

The war with Spain languished somewhat in 1598. Peace 
negotiations were opened, during which the French, contrary 
to their treaty with England, secretly made a peace with the 
Spaniards, leaving England and the Low Countries to carry on 
the war alone. In the summer England was occupied with a war 
in Ireland, which soon proved more costly than any foreign ex- 
peditions. For some years rebellion had been growing, largely 
owing to the corruption of the services, civil and military. In 
August 1598 Tyrone defeated the main English force near 
Armagh, with a loss of some sooo out of a total of 3500, and by 
the end of the year it looked as if the English would be driven 
out of the country. In the following March Essex was sent over 
as Lord Deputy with a large army of 16,000 men, well found 
and equipped.^ 

^ This Irish Expedition — comparing population and national finances — was a 
greater military effort than the despatch of the Expeditionary Force in 1914. 
Moreover, an army which varied from 12,000 to 16,000 was maintained in Ireland 
until the end of the reign, being fed and paid from England. 
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The great war with Spain evoked a whole gamut of national 
emotions. In 1592, when expeditions to the continent were still 
popular, the fire-eating patriotism of Talbot coincided with 
general feeling. Later, in the anxious times of 1595 and 1596, 
a deeper feeling of patriotism was prevalent, and the saying 
passed current ‘ If we be true within ourselves, we need not care 
or fear the eilfemy’; it was reflected in dying Gaunt’s speech on 
England, and the closing lines of King John: 

This England never did, nor never shall. 

Lie at the proud foot of a conqueror, 

But when it first did help to wound itself. 

Now these her princes are come home again. 

Come the three corners of the world in arms. 

And we shall shock them. Nought shall make us rue. 

If England to itself do rest but true. 

Eighteen months later, after the sordid controversies arising 
from the Islands Voyage, military glory seemed to have grown 
somewhat fusty. Shakespeare reflects a prevalent feeling in 
Falstaff’s cruel parody of Hotspur’s worship of bright honour. 
In II Henry IV the cynicism is even more pronounced, and the 
heroic exaltation of ‘this other Eden, demi-paradise’ has de- 
generated to ‘it was always a trick of our English nation, if they 
have a good thing to make it too common’; whilst the scene of 
Falstaff’-s abuse of his commission, when he accepted bribes 
to release the best recruits, was a dramatising of a common 
scandal. Twelve months afierwards, the spectacular departure 
of Essex to Ireland aroused a general spirit of patriotism which 
is directly mentioned in the chorus before Act v of Henry V and 
constantly reflected in the heroic speeches in the play. 

Essex accomplished nothing effective. The army was frittered 
away by disease, and in September he made a truce with Ty- 
rone. Then, contrary to his express orders, with most of his staff 
and many of his regimental commanders, he left his post and 
appeared without warning before the Queen. During his ab- 
sence there had been another alarm of a Spanish invasion, and 
a general ipobilisation of the home forces was ordered to con- 
centrate at London, where training proceeded for some weeks. 
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Essex was succeeded in Ireland by Charles Blount, Lord 
Mouiitjoy, who rapidly changed the situation. He planted large 
garrisons in strategic points, and with a mobile force continually 
harried the rebels. In the late summer of 1601, however, the 
Spaniards sent a force of 3000 men to Tyrone’s assistance, which 
occupied Kinsale. Mountjoy was thus faced with a winter cam- 
paign with sickly troops. He had to contain the Spaniards and 
at the same time prevent Tyrone from uniting with them. 

Meanwhile the Spaniards had become very active in the Low 
Countries, where there had been intermittent fighting for the 
last ten years, and in July 1601 the Archduke of Austria, who 
had married the Infanta of Spain, began to invest Ostend. Sir 
Francis Vere was put in command of the combined English and 
Dutch forces, and for the next nine months defended the town 
against great odds. The fiercest attacks were made at Christmas- 
tide 1601, when an assault by 10,000 Spanish troops was re- 
pulsed with enormous slaughter after an all-night battle. The 
enormous cost and tlie superb gallantry shown by both sides in 
the three years* siege of Ostend moved Camden to comment: 
‘the stoutest and bravest soldiers of the Low Countries, Spain, 
England, France, Scotland and Italy, whilst they eagerly con- 
tended for a barren plot of sand, found here as it were one 
common sepulchre, though withal it were an eternal monu- 
ment of their valour ’. Hamlet likewise cried pity and admiration 
upon 

The imminent death of twenty thousand men. 

That, for a fantasy and trick of fame. 

Go to their graves tike beds, fight for a plot 
Whereon the numbers cannot try the cause, 

W'hic h is not tomb enough and continent 
To hide the slain. 

The news of Vere’s success reached London early in January 
1602; a few days later it was learnt that Mountjoy had utterly 
defeated Tyrone, and that the Spaniards in Kinsale had sur- 
rendered. The war in Ireland lasted for another year, but the 
rebellion was completely subdued, and Tyrone finally submitted 
a few days after the Queen’s death on March 24th, 1663. 
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For the first twelve years the burden of the war had not been 
too serious, and the number of men demanded from the counties 
was comparatively small. After 1598, however, the burden be- 
came excessive, and the drain of men was heavy and continuous; 
in July 1601 alone 8000 men were demanded to reinforce the 
armies at Ostend and in Ireland. 

Englishmeif were thus very familiar with war, and many of 
them had seen active service. Of literary men, for instance, 
Spenser took an active part in Irish affairs and his house was 
burnt by the rebels; Lodge went on Cavendish’s expedition; 
Donne was present at Cadiz; and Jonson was a volunteer in the 
Low Countries. Unfortunately so little is recorded of Shake- 
speare’s early life that the source of his intimate familiarity with 
soldiers and the details of campaigning is unknown. Soldiers 
and warfare are in varying degrees the theme in the majority 
of his plays, and in Flucllen, Gower, and Falstaff he created 
permanent monuments of different types of Elizabethan officer. 

Ill 

Many other events occupied the tongues of gossips during 
these years. A long and costly war, as always, provoked much 
social unrest; it took various forms, frequently religious. Politi- 
cal parties had not yet come into existence, but since the theory 
of the state was based upon the interpretation of Christian doc- 
trine it followed that the three principal forms of religion — 
Catholic, Established Church and Puritan — to a considerable 
extent expressed different views of the social order. In the 
accepted theory the Queen was supreme head of Church and 
State, and she constantly insisted in her speeches and ptiblic 
documents that she was directly tinder God’s special blessing 
and His Vicegerent in the realm. The Church, through the 
bishops and other officers and clcrg\', had many and important 
functions and obligations in the State. The censorship of books, 
for instance, was in the hands of the Archbishop of Cianlcrbury 
and the Bishop of London; in the parishes the churchwardens 
were responsible for the relief of the poor and impotent; whilst 
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public morals were (in theory) safeguarded in the ecclesiastical 
courts. To rebel against the established order was thus, in the 
eyes of its supporters, to defy God. The position was emphati- 
cally put in the play of Sir Thomas More — in the scene attributed 
to Shakespeare himself— when More harangued the mob of 
London rioters : 

For to the King God hath His office lent 
Of dread, of justice, power and command. 

Hath bid him rule, and will’d you to obey; 

And, to add ampler majesty to this, 

He hath not only lent the King His Bgure, 

His throne and sword, but given him His own Name, 

Calls him a god on earth. What do you then 
Rising ’gainst him that God Himself installs. 

But rise ’gainst God? 

Both Puritans and Catholics accepted the doctrine that the 
social order must be founded on the will of God, but regarded 
the established State as anti-Christian. 

The Catholics were, by the State, regarded as the greater 
danger, for when Pope Pius V excommunicated Queen Eliza- 
beth in 1570 he absolved Catholics from their duties of allegi- 
ance, and it was a matter of great anxiety whether, in the event 
of an invasion. Catholics would light for or against the Queen. 
It was difficult too to know who were Catholics in secret, for, 
although the compromise in doctrine and ritual made at the 
beginning of the reign was generally accepted, there were many, 
especially amongst the upper classes, who would have welcomed 
a restoration of the old faith. 

A man’s religion was thus something more than an intel- 
lectual acceptance or refusal of certain dogmas. Not only was he 
influenced by family and sentimental loyalties, but his material 
comfort, perhaps even life, depended on his choice. Two factors 
went against Catholicism: those who had received a large share 
of the immense plunder of the dissolved monasteries were firmly 
for the Established Church; and, as of old, when the quarrel 
lay between an English sovereign and a foreign pope, national 
sentiment was stronger than religious, so that the disloyal efforts 
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of the English Jesuits did immense harm to the Catholic cause, 
and especially after the Gunpowder Plot. Most of the better 
known writers passed through trials of faith. Donne’s family 
was Catholic and had suffered for its religion; and he made his 
choice of the Establishment only after considerable hesitation; 
Jonson was converted to Catholicism whilst in prison in 1597; 
Lodge turned* Catholic, and probably also Campion. Marlowe, 
having apparently gone up to Cambridge to train for ordination, 
became agnostic. Marston, after a period of agnosticism, turned 
churchman. Shakespeare’s family was apparently Catholic, and 
his father was thereby obliged to abandon his public offices at 
Stratford during the zealous efforts of Bishop Whitgift in the 
1570’s; it follows that Shakespeare was brought up in the old 
faith, though there is no evidence of his practice in manhood. 

More ardent Catholics kept closely in touch with Rome. 
Colleges for English youths of good family to be educated under 
Catholic fathers were established at Rome, Rheims, Douay and 
Valladolid, and many of these afterwards returned to England 
as missionaries, principally as members of the Jesuit Order. By 
law it was treason for a Catholic priest to enter the kingdom, 
and many of them were executed as traitors. The Jesuits were 
particularly active in the years immediately before and after 
the Armada, and in 1591 a stern proclamation was set out de- 
nouncing all who should harbour priests as maintainers of 
traitors. 

The fanaticism of the Jesuits did much harm to the Catholic 
cause in England, and from 1599 to the end of the reign there 
was an open and undignilied feud between the secular priests 
and the Jesuits. It started at Wisbech Castle (which was used 
as a place of internment for Catholic prisoners), when a Fr. 
Blackwell was appointed from Rome to be archpriest of the 
Catholics in England; though not a Jesuit he was much under 
the influence of the Order, and being a tactless, tyrannical man 
he was soon cordially disliked by his fellow-prisoners. The dis- 
pute grew so bitter that both sides began to justify themselves 
by putting (jut pamphlets and manifestos. Before long Dr Ban- 
croft, Bishop of London, took a hand in the controversy, for he 
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saw a fine opportunity of creating ill-feeling between English 
and foreign Catholics. He took the Secular pamphleteers under 
his protection, and arranged for the printing of their books 
against the Jesuits. At least forty pamphlets were issued during 
these months, and the controversy excited considerable feeling. 
The greatest complaints made by the Seculars were that the 
Jesuits brought odium on the Catholic religion by openly sup- 
porting the Queen’s enemies, and by their avowed practice of 
equivocation, which was too Machiavellian for the Protestant 
conscience; your absolute Englishman must speak by the card, 
or equivocation will undo him. 

The Seculars indeed hoped that if Jesuits could be separated 
from Catholics some toleration in religion might be allowed; 
but in this they were disappointed, for in November 1602 a 
proclamation was published, banishing the Jesuits from the 
realm forthwith, but allowing the Seculars two months* grace 
to submit themselves, and stating emphatically that two reli- 
gions would not be tolerated in the State. 

Whilst the Catholics were believed to be in league with the 
Queen’s enemies abroad, the danger anticipated from the 
Puritans was rather a social revolution at home. Extreme 
Puritans claimed that the Bible alone was the expression of 
God’s will, and thence deduced violent and alarming theories 
of the State. They proposed a kind of democracy whereby their 
Church was to be organised in local elderships, and thence to 
district Conferences, Provincial Synods and finally a National 
Synod which should have supreme power, even over the sove- 
reign. They proposed also that weighty matters alTccting the 
commonwealth should be controlled by Parliament. As for the 
Church of England, it was an unchristian body, intolerable to 
a good Englishman. They agreed, however, with the other sects 
in a rigid determination that the spiritual and material benefits 
of their religion should be confined to their own members. It 
was to meet the Puritan view that in the Bible alone was to be 
found rule of life and salvation that Richard Hooker published 
his work Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity. „ 

Though such extreme views were held by a small, but rigorous. 
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minority, a more moderate Puritanism appealed largely to the 
merchant classes. Moreover, the best of the Puritan leaders and 
preachers were zealous and austere in their lives, contrasting 
favourably with the worldlier clergy of the Church of England; 
and austerity of life was good for business. The sympathies of 
the merchant classes were very naturally with the Protestants in 
the Low Countries, who were their best customers, and against 
the Spaniards, who oppressed them and interfered with trade. 

Although in general the merchants inclined towards Puritan- 
ism and the professional classes towards the Churcli or Catholi- 
cism, there was as yet no distinct cleavage, nor usually was there 
any clash of interest between the Court and the City. Younger 
sons of good family went into business, and elder sons married 
the daughters of wealthy aldermen. Players, however, were a 
cause of frequent irritation; whilst the Privy Council considered 
plays a reasonable amusement, approved and patronised by the 
Queen, the Common Council of the City regarded theatres as 
immoral in themselves, a constant temptation to idleness, a 
rendezvous for rioters, and a likely source for the spread of 
infection whenever there was any risk of plague. It is not sur- 
prising, therefore, that the Puritan was treated unsympatheti- 
cally by Elizabethan playwrights. 

IV 

Another cause of deep and continuous anxiety was the suc- 
cession. The memory of the Wars of the Roses and more recently 
of the troubles that follo^vcd Henry VIII’s death, with the 
violent changes from reformation to reaction under Edward VI 
and Mary, was still vivid. When it was at last obvious that the 
Queen would never marry and bear children the problem of 
succession became acute. Catholics supported the claims of 
Mary Queen of Scots, but after her execution in 1 587 there was 
no obvious heir, and civil war between various claimants, none 
possessing general support, seemed inevitable. The Queen for- 
bade the matter to be debated, knowing from her own early 
experience that if the crown was entailed there would be a 
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general movement to desert her in favour of her successor. In 
1595 the problem was very generally discussed, when Fr. Parsons, 
the leader of the English Jesuits on the continent, produced a 
book called A Conference about the next Succession. Parsons con- 
sidered the various claimants; they ranged from King James of 
Scodand and Lady Arabella Stuart, who had claims by descent, 
to a member of one of the noble families nearly*Telated to the 
Queen, and, if any foreign prince were considered, to the Infanta 
of Spain. He concluded that the matter would not be setded 
without civil war; the soliloquy of the Bastard over Arthur’s 
body {King John, iv, iii, 140-59) expressed a parallel foreboding. 
Parsons maliciously dedicated his book to the Earl of Essex, and 
in the next five years there were many who favoured Essex 
himself. 

Robert Devereux, Earl of Essex, began his career at Court as 
a protege of his stepfather, the great Earl of Leicester. After 
Leicester’s death in 1588 Essex, who was then in his early 
twenties, soon became conspicuous for his romantic ambitions. 
In defiance of the Queen’s orders he joined the Portugal Voyage 
in 1589. Two years later he was in nominal support of the 
English force assisdng Henri IV ; at the early age of twenty-six 
he was made a member of the Privy Council. His greatest 
triumph was on the Cadiz Voyage, where he shared the com- 
mand with Lord Charles Howard, who was thirty years his 
senior. In action Essex was conspicuously heroic, and his 
chivalry to the enemy was greatly applauded. Thereafter his 
fortunes declined as steadily as they had ascended. He came 
back to Court expecting praise from the Queen, and was bitterly 
irritated when she began to inquire into the balance sheet of the 
expedition. The best explanation of his career is to be found in 
the clear-sighted advice which Bacon offered him at the peak 
of his career. Bacon warned him of the danger of military great- 
ness and ambition, neglect of punctilious behaviour towards the 
Queen, and excessive popularity. The advice was ignored, and 
Essex soon found himself in the dangerous position of being 
regarded as the natural patron of malcontents. His reputation 
was still further damaged in the Islands Voyage of 1597. It 
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was indeed obvious, even to his supporters, that he was not bom 
to command. His romantic desire for military glory degenerated 
into vanity, and it was easy for his less scrupulous followers to 
inflame his jealousies by the mere suggestion that his honour 
was being touched. He came back from the Islands Voyage to 
find that his enemies at Court had made full use of their chances. 
From this timt onwards he was a menace in the State; for he 
was dangerously popular in the City of London, with the 
Puritans and the professional captains; he was, moreover, sus- 
pected by his enemies of aiming at the crown. 

Essex’s relations with the Queen were always uneasy. At 
times she loaded him with favours and rewards, but he was 
quick to resent criticism and openly showed his resentment. 
The most sensational of many incidents occurred in July 1598. 
Essex wished his own nominee to be sent to Ireland; when the 
Queen rejected his advice he contemptuously turned his back on 
her, and received a box on the ear. Essex withdrew from Court 
in passion, and did not return for ten weeks. Essex’s criticisms 
of the mismanagement of the Irish affair were so strong that 
early in 1599 he was selected to be Lord Deputy. His departure 
from London was spectacular. After his sudden return in 
the autumn he was for many months confined to the house of 
the Lord Keeper. In June 1600 he was brought before the Star 
Chamber, when his actions in Ireland were publicly condemned. 
Soon after he was released and allowed to go free, but he was 
not permitted to enter the Court. It was still uncertain whether 
the Queen would restore him to favour. In October, however, 
the farm of sweet wines, which was the most lucrative of his 
sources of income, lapsed, and the Queen did not renew it. 
Essex’s fortunes were now precarious; he owed large sums of 
money; his more desperate followers told him that his honour 
was smirched, and urged him to make an attempt to force an 
entry into the palace so that he might personally lay his griev- 
ances before the Queen. 

Hitherto Essex had lived very privately. Now his house was 
crowded witji gallants and unemployed captains, and Puritan 
preachers held forth to large audiences, to whom they pro- 
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claimed that there were circumstances which might justily the 
deposition of a sovereign. The Council were alarmed at the 
reports from Essex House. On February 7th, 1601, Essex was 
summoned to Court to explain the meetings, but he refused to 
come, alleging that his life was in danger. Next day (which was 
Sunday) the Lord Keeper Egerton, the Earl of Worcester, Sir 
William Knollys and the Lord Chief Justice appeared before 
Essex House and demanded admission. When they entered the 
courtyard they were surrounded by an excited crowd, almost 
three hundred strong. Essex conducted them into the house and 
kept them as prisoners. Then, without further preparation, he 
led his followers, the Earl of Southampton amongst them, into 
the City, proclaiming that his life was in danger. The citizens, 
however, though sympathetic, did not join him. He entered the 
house of Sheriff Smith, who — so he imagined — would aid with 
a thousand men of the train-bands, but the sheriff withdrew and 
warned the Lord Mayor. When at length Essex and his followers 
emerged, they learnt that the Bishop of London had collected 
some of the train-bands to resist him. There was fighting at 
Ludgate Circus, and then Essex made his way down to the river 
and returned to Essex House by water. The house was prepared 
for defence. Gradually the little army which had been collected 
by the Lord Admiral closed round the landward side. There 
was some sniping and a few casualties. By nine in the evening 
cannon had been brought from the Tower, and all was in readi- 
ness for a bombardment. About ten, Essex and his party 
surrendered. 

Both sides had been taken by surprise, and it was some days 
before the Council had sifted the evidence enough to discover 
that no vast conspiracy had been organised. Essex and South- 
ampton were brought to trial on February 19th, and both 
condemned to death. Essex was executed on February 25th; 
Southampton was reprieved, but remained a prisoner in the 
Tower. The conspirators were, on the whole, treated leniently. 
Only five of Essex’s immediate followers were executed; the rest 
were fined, and after a few months released. 

For more than three years the fortunes of Esse-\ caused con- 
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tinuous excitement, which is abundantly reflected in Shake- 
speare’s plays. During the last phase, when the whole problem 
of loyalty to the established order was bitterly in controversy, 
Shakespeare in Troilus and Cressida gave Ulysses a speech on 
‘Degree’ which was an obvious comment on the anxieties of 
the time. Nor could an audience in the months immediately 
following the £ssex rising have failed to notice a parallel in 
the situation in Hamlet where Laertes at the head of a rabble of 
Danes breaks into the royal presence, to be abashed by the kingly 
dignity of Claudius — 

Let him go, Gertrude; do not fear our person: 

There’s such divinity doth hedge a king, 

That treason can but peep to what it would. 

Acts little of his will. 

Kingship and loyalty were indeed constant themes in Shake- 
speare’s plays, and he stressed especially the awful responsibility 
and loneliness of the sovereign in phrases which Queen Elizabeth 
herself echoed in a speech to the members of her last Parliament 
of i6oi : ‘To be a King’, she said, ‘and wear a crown is more 
glorious to them that see it than it is pleasure to them that wear 
it’. It is noticeable, moreover, that such speeches are most 
common when they were peculiarly significant to the times; the 
theme of kingship and its responsibility does not recur after the 
death of Queen Elizabeth. 

The emotions engendered by the fall of Essex produced a 
bitterness and disillusion very' conspicuous in the last years of 
the reign; Englishmen had to choose between resignation to 
‘the whips and scorns of time’ or disloyalty to the established 
order and ensuing discord. The causes of this pervading mood 
of melancholy are complex and difficult to analyse. The mood 
appears in many forms and few writers of any importance 
escaped it. Its most prominent expression in literature is in the 
satires which began with the publication of the first three books 
of Hall’s Virgidemiarum in the spring of 1597; in the next two 
years there followed such collections as Marston’s Scourge of 
Villanie, Guilpin’s Skialetheia, and Donne’s unpublished Satires. 
The movement, however, was suddenly checked when in June 
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1599 the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Bishop of London 
summoned the Wardens of the Stationers’ Company and ordered 
them to gather and burn all copies of a number of the offending 
collections. On the stage the vogue was transmuted into drama 
in such plays as Chapman’s Humerous Dayes Myrth^ Jonson’s 
Comedies of the ‘humours’ and Marston’s What You Will. Hamlet 
is the greatest expression of the melancholy of Ohe age. 

The problem of the succession had been almost forgotten 
during the alarms of the last years of Essex’s career. After his 
death the air was cleared. Neither Catholics nor Puritans had 
any strong candidate for the throne, nor did any of the noble- 
men who had claims through their descent take any action to 
dispute the right of King James of Scotland. I'hose who stood 
to gain by the change secretly began to open communication 
with the Scottish Court and to extract unwritten promises from 
the King. The matter had, however, already been arranged. 
Sir Robert Cecil, the Queen’s secretary (who was almost in 
complete control of English policy after the death of his father, 
the great Lord Burghlcy , in 1 598) had compacted with the King 
that he should be proclaimed on the Queen’s death. By the end 
of 1602 it was obvious that the Queen’s health was failing; she 
died after a few days’ illness in the early hours of March 24th, 
1603. King James was immediately accepted as King, without 
dispute, and there was a very general feeling of relief that this 
dangerous problem had been settled without bloodshed or 
anarchy. 

V 

Many changes came in with the new sovereign. King James 
was on friendly terms both with the pope and the Spanish King, 
so that — since wars were still regarded as the personal quarrel 
of princes — the war came to a sudden end, to the general relief 
of all but the professional captains and privateers. The reaction, 
however, from the first enthusiasm was swift. Sober observers 
were disgusted by the blatant scrambling for the many offices 
and emoluments which were now vacant. Cour^ officials took 
bribes to introduce dubious candidates for the knighthoods so 
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lavishly bestowed. In his first year the King knighted more than 
nine hundred, and it was a Court joke that an usher had pushed 
aside the knights to make room for the gentlemen. Before the 
summer was over the old Queen was very generally regretted, 
for those very qualities which had seemed irksome were soon 
magnified into virtues. Thus Sir Roger Wilbraham, compiling a 
journal of observations for the use of his children, noted that the 
King was 

most bountiful, seldom denying any suit; the Queen strict in giving, 
which age and her sex inclined her unto: the one often complained 
of for sparing; the other so benign that his people fear his over- 
readiness in giving. The Queen slow to resolution and seldom to be 
retracted: His Majesty quick in concluding and more variable in 
subsisting. The Queen solemn and ceiemonious, and requiring decent 
and disparent onlcr to be kept convenient in each degree : and though 
she bare a greater majesty yet would she labour to entertain strangers, 
suitors and her people with more courtly courtesy and favourable 
speeches than tlte King useth: who although he be indeed of a more 
true benignity and ingenuous nature, yet the neglect of these ordinary 
ceremonies, which his variable and quick wit cannot attend, makes 
common people judge otherwise of him. 

Wilbraham’s notes were written when the King had been on the 
throne but three months. 

There were other details which Wilbraham had not yet had 
time to observe. The Queen loved the public acclamations of 
the crowd; she professed, and genuinely, that nothing was so 
dear to her as the love of her people: James disliked erowds; 
he tolerated them for the first few weeks, but afterwards he 
drove them away with aljuse. The Queen had an enormous 
capacity for hard work. She remained, up to the last, the 
managing director of her kingdom. King James soon tired of 
State business, spent much of his time in hunting and gave order 
that he was not to be troubled except with the most urgent of 
State affairs. The result was a noticeable falling off in the 
general discipline of the State, which was soon reflected on the 
stage. The players, it was noted in March ifio"), ‘do not forbear 
to present upon their stage the whole course of this present time, 
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not sparing either King, State, or Religion, in so great absurdity 
and with sucli liberty, that any would be afraid to hear them’. 

For the first time since the death of Henry VIII there was now 
a royal family, with the vastly increased expenses of the house- 
hold. The new Queen was not on the best of terms with her 
husband, and she liked expensive amusements, so that Court 
entertainments and pageants were magnificently.' extravagant. 
At Christmas 1G04 j{^3ooo was expended on the Queen’s masque 
and it was disapprovingly noted that the costumes were more 
suited to courtesans than to great ladies. 

The dignified Court life under Queen Elizabeth soon vanished, 
and fashionable manners rapidly degenerated. In July 1606 the 
Danish King paid a state visit to the Court, upon which Sir 
John Harington (who was no kill-joy) commented ‘I think the 
Dane hath strangely wrought on our good English nobles; for 
those whom I never could get to taste good liquor now follow 
the fashion and wallow in beastly delights. The ladies abandon 
their sobriety and are seen to roll about in intoxication’. Haring- 
ton went on to describe a masque of Solomon and the Queen of 
Sheba which was devised for the royal entertainment, but ended 
disastrously because both the performers and the royal spectators 
were prostrated by drink. It is small wonder that Hamlet’s 
denunciation of the drunken manners of the Danes should have 
disappeared from the text of the Folio, or that in the last comedies 
there should be a pervading sense of disgust at thesordid intrigues 
of Court life. 

At the coming of the King, all who had grievances crowded 
optimistically to the Court, and in a short time general disappoint- 
ment set in. The Puritans found that the King had nothing for 
them; indeed at the Conference held at Hampton Court he 
rated them soundly. Catholics, who had been led to expect 
some kind of toleration, were told that the King had said in 
public audience that he would rather fight in blood to the knees 
than give toleration of religion. Courtiers of such great standing 
as Raleigh were put from their posts. Troubles soon began. 
Raieigh was tried and condemned for the plot to depose the 
King in favour of the Lady Arabella Stuart in November 1603, 
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and in 1605 the Gunpowder Plot was only discovered on the 
night before its execution. It was a stupendous plan whereby 
the whole executive government of the country would have 
been destroyed at one clap. The players, however, benefited 
greatly by the changes, and the various companies now became 
royal servants. The Lord Chamberlain’s Company became the 
King’s Men, «the Admirals were taken over by the Prince of 
Wales, the Children of Blackfriars became the Children of the 
Queen’s Revels. 

VI 

In the new reign Shakespeare wrote fewer plays, and the 
stories which he chose gave less opportunity for significant 
parallels of situation and emotion. The remarks of Malcolm in 
Macbeth upon the English king’s powers of healing ‘the Evil’ 
are a topical and, in their context, not particularly happy com- 
pliment to King James. In King Lear (performed at Court at 
Christmas, 1606) the words of Gloucester echoed the disgust at 
the general deterioration of society and the particular abhorrence 
of the intrigues and plots of the first four years of the new reign : 

These late eclipses in the sun and moon portend no good to us: 
though the wisdom of nature can reason it thus and thus, yet nature 
finds itself scourged by the sequent effecls. Love cools, friendship 
fails off, brothers divide; in cities, mutinies; in countries, discord; in 
palaces, treason; and the bond cracked between son and father.^ 

Although such speeches bore a special significance for the 
first hearers, they arc not ‘topical allusions’; for it was rather 
Shakespeare’s method to see old stories in the light of modem 
instance than to season his plays with passing references. Never- 
theless there are quite a number of direct references which have 
been generally accepted. Titania’s speech of the nine men’s 
morris ‘ fill’d up with mud’* is a reminder of the vile summer of 
1594; Gratiano probably referred to the case of Dr Lopez in 
cursing Shylock.® Hamlet is full of topicalities of various kinds. 

* King Lear, i, ii, 1 14-92. 

* A Midsummer NifihCs Dreamy ii, i, 82-1x4. 

* The Merchant of Venice^ iv, i, 1 32. 
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Rosencrantz’s comments on the ‘aery of children, little eyases’ 
obviously refer to the stage war, whilst Hamlet’s strictures on 
ranting tragedians and extemporising clowns were probably 
directed against Edward Alleyn and Will Kempe. In Twelfth 
Night there arc well-known references to the new map of the 
Indies, and a pension to be paid from the Sophy, reminding the 
audience of the recent doings of Sir Anthony Ghirley, who, 
having made his way from Aleppo to Persia, was appointed the 
Shah’s Ambassador lixtraordinary to the Russian Court. There 
arc a number of others. Many remarks too which are obviously 
topical have not yet been explained; such as Hamlet’s cryptic 
observation ‘By the Lord, Horatio, these three years I have 
taken note of it; the age is grown so picked that the toe of the 
peasant comes near the heel of the courtier, he galls his kibe’; or 
Mistress Mall’s picture that was like to take dust; or the exact 
meaning of Feste’s remark that ‘words are very rascals since 
bonds disgraced them’. Lovers Labour^ $ Losty in particular, is full 
of quii)s which have become quite inexplicable. 

A serious student of Shakespeare’s plays cannot neglect the 
national background, for in an age that was in so many ways 
cribbed and conlined the problems of the individual were in- 
separable from the problems of the State. The picture of a 
Shakespeare magnificently aloof from life may be pleasing to 
romantic critics, but it does not square either with the facts, or 
with Shakespeare’s own comment upon his art. ‘Players’, said 
Hamlet to Polonius, ‘are the abstract and brief chronicles of 
the lime: after your death you were better have a bad epitaph 
than their ill report while you live.’ Besides, the purpose and 
end of playing, ‘both at the first and now, was and is, to hold, 
as ’twere, the mirror up to nature; to show virtue her own 
feature, scorn her own image, and the very age and body of the 
time his form and pressure’. 
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Many of the Elizabethan writers arc too true to be good. They 
have given us so faithful a picture of the men and manners of 
the day that their value as artists is distinctly second to their 
value as social documents. For the detail that enables us to 
recreate the Elizabethan scene we go to a dozen other writers 
rather than Shakespeare. The student who consults such books 
as Professor Dover Wilson’s Life in Shakespeare's England, or the 
present writer’s Elizabethan Life in Town and Country, Ands at 
once that for the purposes of illustrative quotation Shakespeare 
Agurcs hardly at all, in comparison to the minor writer. Where 
the ordinary Elizabethan writer is topical in the situation, cha- 
racterisation and dialogue of an entire scene, Shakespeare is 
topical only out of his superlluily — ^in an aside, a simile, an 
image, a Aourish, a jest. Whereas the contemporaneous is of the 
very body of the work of such a writer as Ben Jonson it is with 
Shakespeare largely a matter of separable accident. From Jon- 
son we can extract compact little character sketches of the stock 
Agures of the age, or scenes that arc as precise in their Eliza- 
bethanism as a document. Isolate from its context in Shake- 
speare such a scene as the one in The Merry Wives of Windsor 
where Sir Hugh Evans, the schoolmaster, puts little William 
Page through his paces for the benefit of his mother, and we do 
not instinctively exclaim ‘How Elizabethan!’ but probably 
‘How delightful I’ Mrs Page is a mother with a schoolboy son: 
‘Sir Hugh, jny husband says my son proAts nothing in the world 
at his book. . .*. The Elizabethan matron is the lady of such a 
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book as The French Garden,^ who gives us both the conscious 
theory of the age and its somewhat self-conscious contemporary 
expression when she rebukes her son who gets up late in the 
morning : 

Gome hither, friend! I am ashamed to hear that what I hear of 
you.. . .You iiave almost attained to the age of nine years, at least 
to eight and a half, and seeing that you know yo«r duty, if you 
neglect it you deserve greater punishment than he which through 
ignorance doth it not. riiiiik not the nobility of your ancestors doth 
free you to do as you list: contrariwise, it bindeth you more to follow 
virtue 

Ben Jonson put it memorably when he declared that Shake- 
speare was not of an age but for all time. We are right to feel 
that he beyond all his fellows escaped more completely from 
that pressure of immediacy and the contemporaneous that mutes 
the poetry, constricts the heart, chills the blood and trammels 
the (light of the imaginative artist — driving him either into the 
circumscription and delimitation of ‘realism’, or else into realms 
of fantastic ‘escape’. He is robustly independent of the pressure 
which drove Sidney into Arcadia, and Dckker to Alsatia. Like 
all great artists he was less susceptible to pitifulness in the con- 
crete shape of rags and wretchedness, debt and beggary and 
disease, at his doors, than to the heart of pity. Where a writer 
like Galsworthy focuses his gaze too narrowly on Mrs Jones the 
charwoman, Shakespeare gets ‘pity’ itself — states the thing 
universally, as in Lear’s ‘Poor naked wretches!*.. . . 

From one point of view, therefore, we are right when we assert 
tliat the relation of Shakespeare to the manners and customs and 
topicalities of his age is matter for the editor of the annotated 
edition — the stuff of which examiners and examinations are 
made — of interest to the antiquary, but of little value to the 
lover of the plays. Maria is not more essentially herself when 
she compares Malvolio’s face, creased into a thousand wrinkles 
by his eflorts to smile, to ‘ the new map with the augmentation 
of the Indies’. It added vividness in its own day: but it adds 

^ By Peter Erondclle. For a modern edition see The Eli^abetiM Ho ne, cd. M..St C. 
Byrne. 
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nothing to her character. If we leave it out nobody but the one 
person in a thousand who has seen the map, with its amazing 
rhumb lines, is any the poorer to-day. It is of little importance 
that Juliet’s burial conforms to Italian and not English custom. 
It has nothing to do with any so-called Italian atmosphere. 
There are two reasons why she is borne to the church ‘as the 
custom is’ on*an open bier. The first — Shakespeare found the 
detail in his source, Arthur Brooke’s poem: the second — some 
such device was essential to the story. 

When everything possible, however, has been urged against 
antiquarianism, the fact remains that every genuine student of 
Shakespeare, who wishes to come to grips with the thought of 
the plays and to realise to the full their complete dramatic 
values, needs, for this more thorough apprehension, some de- 
tailed knowledge of that particular social order which happens 
to be their general background. It is a fact that the organisation 
of life in Shakespeare’s England differed considerably from ours 
to-day; and we must understand what these differences are, if 
we are to know his people as fully as possible, and appreciate 
the subtler points of their emotional relationships,* their be- 
haviour and reactions to each other and to their circumstances. 
He will sacrifice verisimilitude to the requirements of drama, 
but throughout he takes for granted the social fabric of his 
age. 

It follows, therefore, that the background of life in the plays 
is, and at the same time is not, the background of Elizabethan 
life. As an example — old Capulct is an admirable picture of a 
testy Elizabethan parent, and his behaviour to Juliet in the 
matter of the match with Paris reminds us instantly of the per- 
petually quoted account that Lady Jane Grey gives of her own 
noble father and mother. The human reality is faithfully por- 
trayed, and at the same time the detail of the portrait is con- 
temporary. If, however, we go on lightheartedly to assume that 
old Capulet in his behavif»ur as a ‘nobleman’ bears any resem- 
blance to an Elizabethan noble of similar standing we shall be 
hopelessly misled. If we compare him with the genuine article 

* As, for example, in Malvolio’s overheard soliloquy, cf. infra, pp. 204, 210. 
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we realise at once that the intimate ‘realistic’, or Elizabethan, 
scenes in which he appears are purely ‘romantic’, or, if we 
prefer, untrue to the facts of contemporary noble life. Shake- 
speare may label Capulet the head of a noble household, who 
can treat Paris, ‘a young Nobleman, Kinsman to the Prince’, 
as his equal, and a proper match for his daughter; but when it 
comes to a scene like Act rv. Sc. iv, which showsi the home life 
of this supposed nobleman, we realise that the setting is not 
Verona but Stratford, and that the most likely person to have 
sat for that very realistic portrait is John Shakespeare, or any of 
the good burgesses who were William’s father’s friends. They 
probably got in the way of all their busy servants and kitchen 
stair on the occasions of daughters’ weddings: but it is quite 
certain that an Elizabethan nobleman, with his retinue of any- 
thing from twenty to eighty gentlemen officers, and from a 
hundred to five hundred yeomen servants, did not come into 
personal contact with Antony and Potpan, Peter and Angelica, 
and did not himself have to issue orders for the quenching of 
fires and the turning up of tables.* In these scenes Capulet is 
brother to Dekker’s jolly shoemaker, Simon Eyre, not to Lord 
Burghley. 

This Capulet instance may be a rather simple and obvious 
one, but it warns us quite effectively that it will not be safe to 
assume, on Shakespeare’s evidence only, that his ‘realistic’ 
scenes can be accepted without question as Elizabethan. There 
arc, indeed, two questions which, ^vith their answers, form 
an inevitable preliminary to any general consideration of the 
relation of Shakespeare’s plays to the life of Elizabethan England. 
The first is — does Shakespeare make deliberate differences be- 
tween the life and manners of plays whose scene is set in England, 
and those whose scene is set either in some European or some 
imaginary country? The second is — does he differentiate be- 
tween the life of his own day, and that of past ages? They are 
both plain questions with plain answers, but they are all too 

^ Cf. infra, p. 306. But sre also De Maisse's Journal (trans. Harrison and Jones) 
where Queen Elizabeth herself can be found giving orders for qu inching a iirc in 
the Privy Chamber. 
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frequently confused and complicated by being broken up into 
such themes as ‘Shakespeare’s anaclironisms’, his geographical 
knowledge, his possible or alleged travels, his knowledge of 
history, his use of local colour, etc. 

Now there is no reason to suppose that Shakespeare got any 
more dramatic value out of accuracy and inaccuracy than any 
other dramatist, with a popular audience, in any age. In matters 
historical and geographical the delights of accuracy, and con- 
sequently of inaccuracy, are alike wasted upon the average 
audience. Whether ancient or Elizabethan, Roman, Venetian 
or English, the truth about Shakespeare’s scenes is that they are 
all set in the theatre. I do not believe that Shakespeare ever 
bothered his own imagination or his audience’s as to where, in 
The Merchant of Venice, an imaginary Venice ends and his own 
London begins. Nor can I believe tliat either he or they ever 
gave a thought to whether there were or should be differences 
between life at the Court of Cymbeline and at the Courts of 
Elsinore or Bohemia or Richard II. In relation to all misleading 
subdivisions of these questions there is only one simple issue for 
the dramatist — what ‘corroborative detail’ out of life, talk, 
books, will enable his imagined people to live more intensely 
and credibly for their hour upon the stage? 

The dramatist’s response to this problem is a twofold one. For 
the benefit of himself and the more sensitive members of his 
audience he has congruous allusion. It may mean nothing to 
the general, but mention of the Rialto and of Antonio’s trading 
ventures gives depth and solidity to the figures of Antonio and 
Shylock, as Cotsall and ‘a good yoke of bullocks at Stamford 
Fair’ give body to Shallow and Silence. Infinitely more useful 
from a dramatic point of view, however, is familiar reference — 
the sweeping up into the body of the dialogue of the everyday 
realities of the Elizabethan background. Thus it is that clocks 
strike in ancient Rome, Roman Britain and Ephesus: Hector 
quotes Aristotle, and Pandarus talks of Friday and Sunday: 
the Ephesians conduct monetary transactions in ducats, marks 
and guilders, and ancient Britons and Romans dispute over a 
tribute of £3000. Thus it is that households in Illyria are stafled 
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on strictly Elizabethan lines : that we find the abbess of a nun- 
nery in Ephesus, a nine men’s morris in the wood near Athens, 
and Whitsun pastorals, the hobby horse and Christian burial 
in papan Bohemia: tliat Cilaudius of Denmark is guarded, very 
inefficiently, by ‘Switzers’: and that Pandarus compares the 
soldiers who pass by alter the incomparable Troilus to ‘porridge 
after meat’. » 

It extends, of course, to his use of names. For the sake of 
congruity there arc Antonios, Orsinos, Antipholuses and Leon- 
atos. But the schoolmaster in Ephesus is called Pinch: Snug, 
Bottom and the other English mechanicals are found plying 
their trades in Athens: Elbow, Froth and Mistress Overdone 
inhabit not Southwark but the stews of Vienna: Dull, Costard 
and Moth have strayed beyond the Pyrenees to Navarre: Belch 
and Aguechcek cavort in Illyria: Dogberry and Verges keep the 
watch in Messina: even Coriolanus speaks of the Roman mob as 
‘Hob and Dick’: and the Gobbos, who arc well known in the 
parish registers of Titchfield — the home of the Earl of South- 
ampton — turn up in Venice. 

References to clothing and its accessories are, with a very few 
exceptions, definitely Elizabethan. C'leopatra has a ‘lace’ which 
Charmian has to cut: in the Rome of Coriolanus and the Athens 
ofTimon they wear ‘hats’, and the conspirators in Julius Caesar 
have their hats pulled about their ears, while Caesar himself 
‘plucks me ope his doublet’. According to Hamlet they wore 
the fashionable shoe-rosettes of James’s Court at Elsinore, as well 
as the sixteenth-century chopinc: they had new ribbons to their 
pumps in Athens for the perlormance of ‘Pyramus and Thisbe’: 
Poins wore peach-coloured silk stockings in the London of 
Henry IV: FalstafT ordered satin for an (Elizabethan) ‘short 
cloak and slops’, and thought Mistress Ford would look well in 
a ‘scmieiicled farthingale’, and Doll accused Pistol of tearing ‘a 
poor whore’s rufl' in a bawdy house’. Chiron in Tilus Andronicus 
wears the fashionable Elizabethan ‘dancing rapier’, the cour- 
tier’s ornamental weapon; and Shakespeare gives the Tudor 
rapier to most of his other quarrelsome gentlemen, whether they 
live in fourteenth-century Verona, twelfth-century Denmark, 
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the turmoil of Yorkist-Lancastrian England, or the mediaeval 
England of Richard II, Henry IV and Henry V. The plundering 
Romans carry off from Corioli ‘doublets that hangmen would 
bury with those that wore them*. The fashionable Elizabethan 
scented glove seems equally popular in pagan Bohemia, where 
Autolycus sells the yokels ‘gloves as sweet as damask roses’; and 
in Troy Helen swears ‘by Venus’ glove’, while Troilus throws 
his to Death as a challenge, and takes a glove from Cressida as a 
love token. In Coriolanus matrons fling their gloves to greet the 
victor of Corioli; and in Timon of Athens Alcibiades throws his 
glove to the senators in token of his friendly intentions. 

Food and drink and furniture are all Eli/.abcthan. They pick 
English wild flowers in the meadows of Bohemia, and English 
garden flowers in Perdita’s rustic garden. Ophelia’s flowers arc 
English, as English as the brook with its slanting willow where 
she drowns herself: and Juliet’s corpse is strewn with rosemary, 
like any properly coffined Ifiiglish maiden’s. Titania sleeps on a 
bank of wild thyme, ‘o’er-ranopied’ with English woodland 
flowers; and the gardeners in Richard II bind up that Tudor 
newcomer of fruits, the ‘dangling apricocks’. And besides this 
lode of familiar allusion there are complete passages in the 
dialogue which serve the same purpose. I’ouchstone’s disquisition 
on the degrees of a quarrel, Mcrcutio’s anatomy of duelling, 
Hamlet’s lecture on actors and acting, arc all pure Elizabethan 
set pieces. Equally, if the talk is of games or tlancing, hunting, 
hawking, bear-baiting, gres hound eoursing, or other sport, 
reference and language are alike that of Shakespeare’s own day. 

The point of it all is — v<-j isimilitude, actuality. It is also the 
main point of such peculiaily Elizabethan sketches as Oswald, 
Osric and Parolles. VVe may dislike the last, think the second 
preposterous, and feel the first to be an alien in the world of 
King Lear: but they arc all thiee accurate topical portraits, which 
must undoubtedly have made .Shakespeare’s own audience more 
at home in ancient Britain and at Elsinore. Shakespeare docs 
not handle time and place directly: he translates them into 
terms of enjotional atmosphere. His differentiation between 
ancient and modern times, and between English, foreign and 
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imagined realms, is not achieved by historical detail or local 
colour. The Venetian background of The Merchant of Venice is 
negligible, so far as local colour is concerned. It amounts to 
references to the Rialto, to a gondola and to the ‘tranect’ or 
common ferry, to Mantua and Padua and Rome. But if these 
things are negligible, the emotional atmosphere of Renaissance 
culture in which the play is set is all-important. The grace, the 
dignity, and the sweet gravity of the verse, translate the charac- 
ters from the London-Venice of their creation into that scene of 
timeless abstraction which is Renaissance feeling. 

It is more or less the same with Cymbeline, which is not so much 
given a setting as made decorative in the Renaissance manner. 
Nominally the scene is Roman Britain and Rome; but Post- 
humus is a ‘gentleman of the bedchamber’ to a king who was 
‘knighted’ by Augustus Caesar, and when he leaves for Rome he 
waves farewell with glove and hat and handkerchief. Imogen 
packs the ‘doublet and hose’ for her disguise in a ‘cloak-bag’, 
invents for herself a dead master, ‘a very valiant Briton’ called 
‘Richard du Champ’, and takes service as a ‘page’ with Caius 
Lucius. Imagery and oaths have a slight classical flavour; and 
the atmosphere suggested is that of antiquity as conceived by 
the Renaissance* — left on record in their paintings of classical 
subjects, and recently in our own time translated on the stage 
into the visual realities of costume and setting by the Gompagnic 


* The illustrations of the 1577 edition of Holinshed’s Ckronicles should help the 
student to appreciate thi.s puliit. A set of some cU»/en or more * pt^riraits’, in fancy 
dress, has to be repealed until it has done duly for most of ilie inonarchs from Brute 
to Harold. Leir, for example, is dressed in the usual Renaissance version of a 
Roman lunen and helmet (cf. the Peat. ham illustration of Titui AmJronicm^ repro- 
duced in Clh.imbers's Shaken i, 31^), .and his elhjL'y afterwards reapiiears for 
julius Frontiniis and Placidiiis. Duncan is also dressed Roman, though Matheth 
and Hanquo meeting the Weird SLsters ride as middle-aged hli/abcthan gentlemen 
ol sober but got'd taste and habit. Brute ‘kills his father by misfortune* aimed in 
the hunting costume ol an F.hzabethan gentleman (cf. "rurbcr\ilc’s Noble arte of 
leiintt or huntings i f,75) and the same picture afterwards does duty for the slaying of 
VVilli.uii Rufus. But if Brute turns pariicide in Klizabethan garments (p. 10), on 
the next page he adjusts matters by changing into a reasonably correct Roman tunic 
and armour to pursue his similarly clad Projan enemies into a river — which latter 
plate serves then on p. 440 to illustrate a Scottish battle of More or less 

genuine Britons tight adetpiatc (Renaissance) Romans at p. I 23 ,«ind really good 
Romans win t!ie b.*ttle ofTcwkesbury. 
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dcs Quinzc for their production of the Viol df Lucrice. In sum, 
neither accuracy nor inaccuracy flaws the atmosphere in which 
Shakespeare means a play to have its being. In King Lear Kent 
is put in the stocks, Edmund is a sixteenth-century Italianate 
villain, and paper, holy water, the French disease, Bedlam 
beggars, etc., are Elizabethan actualities; but not all the Eliza- 
bethanism in die world can temper the play’s ancient savagery 
with a contemporary civility. It is a savagery of primitive spirit 
and primitive passion, not of archaism. 

A rapid summary of this kind is in no sense exhaustive, but it 
serves, at least, to establish a general answer to these general 
questions concerning the life, manners and scene of the plays. 
The scene is the stage, and the idiom of life contemporary. With 
the ground thus cleared only one further warning is necessary. 
In the following pages an attempt will be made to determine 
the social standing and the social relationships of certain typical 
individuals in the plays; but it cannot be too emphatically stated 
that the greatest ciicumspection must be used before further 
attempts are made to base upon the material thus collected for 
a special purpose general assumptions about Shakespeare’s 
knowledge and ignorance. Shakespeare is not a document: he 
is a dramatist. We may think it probable that when he drew old 
Capulet he did not know what life in a noble household was like; 
but we do not know this for a fact. Every student should take 
the Folio’s list of dramatis personae in Ol/ullo as a significant 
warning. In it lago is described as ‘a Villaine’, Cassio as ‘an 
Honourable Lieutenant’, D<-^dcmona as ‘Wife to Othello’, and 
Emilia as ‘Wife to lago’. Here is dramatic and artistic truth; 
and if, after studying carefully the text of this or any other of 
the plays and what we know of Elizabethan life, we are still in 
doubt as to the exact social status of lago and Emilia or any 
other character, the only assumption warranted is not one con- 
cerning Shakespeare’s knowledge and experience, but simply 
that it does not matter to us, as it did not matter to the dramatist. 

In so far qs the detail of Elizabethan life and custom differs 
from the modem, reference to a good annotated edition, or to 
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Shakespeare^ s England^ will generally clear up most difficulties. 
Nor need we concern ourselves here with his presentation of ‘the 
people’, or of ordinary burgess households in which the social 
relationships — including that of master and servant — arc simple 
and comprehensible. In The Comedy of Errors^ The Merry Wives 
of Windsor^ and The Taming of the Shrew (setting aside the In- 
duction to the last), we have only to deal with the relations 
between gentlemen, burgesses, work-people, and servants of the 
yeoman class, all of which are very much as they might be to-day, 
allowing for a litllc more exuberance and general heartiness all 
round. At the same time their ‘contemporary’ quality has been 
allirmecl and demonstrated often enough to allow us to accept 
Shakespeare’s picture without further question. But for the 
greater number of the plays, which are set in the Courts and 
households of kings, nobles and petty princes, the commentators 
as a whole have given us so little help that there is not in exist- 
ence any one composite and documented account of this aspect 
of the Elizabethan background to which the student can be 
referred. To understand the circumstances and relationships of 
regal and noble life we have to investigate a social order of 
which we know very little to-day — an order in which the 
‘servants’ or ‘serving-men’ are ‘the Duke’s son preferred page 
to the Prince, the Earl’s second son attendant upon the Duke, 
the Knight’s second son the Earl’s servant, the Esquire’s son to 
wear the Knight’s livery, and the Gentleman’s son the Esquire’s 
serving-man’.' VVeare faced with the task of disentangling Eliza- 
bethan and modern notions of ‘service’, and in consequence we 
cannot aflbrd to start with the plays themselves. Shakesi)eare 
is not a document: and we must establish the facts before we are 
entitled to question the authenticity of old Capulet’s portrait, or 
to follow up similar investigations into the ‘reality’ or accuracy 
of Shakespeare’s rendering of this extremely important aspect 
of contemporary life. 

By ‘the Court’ was meant at once Elizabeth’s house, her 
household, and the scat of gox ernment. All the important noble- 
men of the realm were in attendance at Court for a^^largc part of 
the year, and the organisation of the household was an extra- 

* A Health to the Gentlemanly Profession of Serving Men, by J. M. (1598). 
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ordinarily elaborate and complicated affair. The best and most 
complete account of it is to be found in E. K. Chamberses 
Elizabethan Stage (vol. i). All that can be attempted here is an 
indication of those aspects and details of Court life and ceremony 
which are relevant to the study of Shakespeare’s plays. 

The first thing to realise is that access to the sovereign — except 
for those in personal attendance — was extremely dillicult. It is 
generally allowed that anyone who had the right to come to 
Court had the right of access to the Presence Chamber;* but if 
their desire was to speak to the Queen they were as far to seek 
as ever, unless they could obtain the grant of an audience. We 
arc more accustomed to the amiable and picturesque anecdotes 
of Elizabeth on progress and on public occasions, staging herself 
with inimitable glamour and effect as the ‘mere English’ 
monarch in the bluif King Hal tradition, whom the meanest of 
her subjects might approach. But it is very necessary to balance 
this impression by reading some such account as the one given 
us by Rowland Whyte^ of the denials, rebuffs and heart-breaking 
delays which kept even such great ladies as the kinsfolk and 
friends of the Earl of Essex from gaining access to the Queen, 
in order to plead his cause during the period of his disgrace. 
From Whyte’s letters we can also realise not only this Jealously 
guarded privacy of the monarch, but also the elaborate cere- 
monial with which it was preserved, iTiid tlie impressiveness that 
was attached even to the actual progress through the palace of 
anyone fortunate enough to secure an audience. When the 
Dutch ambassador, Vereiken, was received in 1600 he was met 
officially at the gate of the palace, and taken to the Hall. From 
thence he was conducted through the Council Chamber to the 

^ See Ordinances', Houseliold ul Charles II: ‘All persons of gentlemen of qn'ility 
and of good fashion, and the grnih-nien that attend our great ofheers and privy 
counsellors and persons of good quality an* pt minted to come and remain in the 
said chamber, and all wives and tlaughters of the nobility .irid their women that 
attend them, may pass thiough this chamber, and all other ladies of good rank and 
quality, but not their servants*. 'I’hc ordinances for the Queen’s Privy Chamber in 
1627 declare that no one under the degree of a baroness can be admitted, ‘unless 
sworn of the chalnber*. 

* A. Collins Letters and Memorials of State, ii, letters of 4 Nov., 29 Nov., 8 Dec. 
1599; 3 Mar. I Goo; etc. 
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Great Chamber, which was ‘full of ladies and gentlemen’ and 
the guard. He then passed ihniugh the Presence Chamber, ‘full 
of great ladies’ and ‘the fair Maids, attired all in white’, from 
which he was led to the Privy Chamber, where all the Ladies of 
the Privy Chamber were assembled. Finally he was received by 
the Queen in the VVitlidrawing Chamber, in the presence of all 
the Lords of the Privy Council, and, to complctothe effect, ‘his 
followers were suffered to enter in with him’.^ 

The personal attendants of the monarch were the Gentlemen 
of the Privy Chamber. Henry VIII had eighteen such gentle- 
men, six of whom were in attendance at once, with two Gentle- 
men-Ushers and four Grooms of the Chamber to assist them. 
I’hey were the only persons who were allowed to help the King 
to dress. His doublet, hose and shoes were brought to the door 
of the Privy Chamber by the Yeoman of the Wardrobe, where 
they were taken by the grooms, who, with the ushers, enjoyed 
the privilege of warming the clothes before they handed them 
to the gentlemen. Every night the grooms made up pallet beds 
in the Privy Chamber for two of the gentlemen who were re- 
quired to sleep there. During the day they had at all times to 
remain in the Privy Chamber. They were allowed to amuse the 
tedium of waiting by ‘honest and moderate’ card-play, dicing, 
chess and tables, from which they had to desist at once as soon 
as they were warned of the King’s approach. ^ 

Under ILlizabeth these eighteen gentlemen were retained, but 
their duties of personal attendance naturally devolved upon the 
Ladies or Gentlewomen of the Bedchamber and the Privy 
Chamber, while the housemaid work of the grooms was carried 
out by four ‘chamberers’ or chambermaids. Apparently three 
Ladies of the Bedchamber and five of the Privy Chamber were 
ill attendance at onee.® There was, of course, tremendous com- 
petition for these posts. Not only were the fees good — the gentle- 
men received £50 and the ladies ;(^33. 6j. 8d. per annum — but the 
lucky holders came in for other valuable rewards of service, such 


* A. Collins, Lftten and Mfmofuils of SUitr, ii, 170. 

* Ordmamn Jot die Household made at Eltham, i 

^ Cliainbcrs, Elizabethan ^lage, vol. 1, citing Lansdow’ne MSS. ux, f. 43. 
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as the reversion of profitable leases, and sometimes even large gifts 
of money. ^ According to one list the total personnel of the Privy 
Chamber consisted of the Lord Chamberlain, the Vicc-Cham- 
bcrlain, four Knights, the Knight-Marshal, eighteen Gentlemen, 
four Gcntlcmen-Ushers, the Groom-Porter, fourteen Grooms, 
four Carvers, three Cupbearers, four Sewers, four Squires to the 
liody, four Xcomcn-Ushers, four Pages, four Messengers, two 
Clerks of the Closet,^ and the Ladies already mentioned. Eliza- 
beth also followed the custom of her sister and of her father’s 
queens in having always in attendance the famous Maids of 
Honour — six young women of noble or gentle birth, in charge 
of an older lady known as tlic Mother of the Maids. Chambers 
states that the maids did not receive any salary, but in Henry 
VIH’s time at any rate they were paid /,io, in addition to their 
board and lodging.^ With the kitchen and all the j)rovisioning 
ofliccs, the wardrobe, the stable, and the rest we need not con- 
cern ourselves, but mention should be made of the Gentlemen 
Pensioners and the Guard. 'Lhc PensioiK is,* carrying their gilt 
battle-axes, formed a guard of honour uhich escorted thcQiicen 
on most occasions, I'lie Guaid was the palace guard, ^ whose 
uniform is still familiar to us as that worn by the ‘ beefeaters ’ of 
the Tower. 

The etiquette and ceremonial complications of regal life find 
but little rellcction in the plays. What Shakespeaie either did 
not know, or else deliberately rejecleil for dramatic purposes, 
was the circumstance and order ol lilc in a royal household. By 
ignorance or by design — more piobably a inixtuic of both — he 
has given us a romantic pu ture. It was natural that he should 
seize upon as apt for dram.uic purposes the popular aspect of 
royalty,® with which Elizabeth’s subjects were well acquainted: 
Shakespeare and his Queen both possessed a superb sense of the 

* Sec especially Cal •nd.ars of State Papers (Domestic) for the whole reimi. For 
example, iii 1594, Lady Isc udamorc, (ieiitlcwomaii ol the h.irnbrr, received 
£300 as the Qnec-ii’s tree j^ill S P ( ). Dom*. 1 r, ( cxlviii. May 

® Prinli*d in Peck, IhsuUrata Luiiusa, and Ordinances. 

* Sec below, pp. joy 0. 

* Under Lli/ab*'iti this cslal)ll^hmcxlt numbered 

* too oidm^iy aiui '>0 exlraoidinary. 

* Eg. Theseus with the ‘ incchaincaK’, Henry V both as Prince and Kin^. 

^4 ntf 
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theatre. What is surprisintj, however, is that he should so entirely 
neglect the dramatic opportunities olTered by the intimate- 
formal routine of Court life, had he been acquainted with it. 
Henry VIII, in which we must allow for the collaboration of 
Fletcher, is the only play which e.\ploits it in any way, though 
the natural dramatic value of this carefully staged remoteness 
and inarxessihility is enormous. , 

But Shakespeare will have none of it. Court life in the plays 
is definitely a homely affair in comparison with Court life at 
Whitehall. It is accurately Elizabethan — that is, true to the 
architectural reality of any great Elizabethan house — to take 
Hamlet through the King’s chamber in order to reach his 
mother’s closet; but no monarch at his prayers would ever have 
been left so (theatrically) unprotected as Claudius. In the cir- 
cumstances of complete distrust which Hamlet creates for himself 
by the ‘Mouse-trap’ play he could not have progressed so far 
thr(>ugh antecluirnbers and presence chambers without some 
announcement from the grooms of the Chamber, the gentlemen- 
ushers, and the gentlemen of the Privy Chamber, let alone the 
guard! In fact — as Claudius remarked later — ‘Where are my 
Switzers? ' The Tudors knew a great deal about the divinity that 
hedged kings, but they tot)k care to reinforce it with normal pre- 
cautions. 'I’lic danger of assassination was ever present. We 
come back to reality in Act iv. Sc. v, when Ophelia is not able to 
obtain access to the Queen until permission is given and she is 
brought in by a gentleman-in-waiting. 

In general, the way in which anyone in the plays can obtain 
access to the monarch is a matter of theatrical licence. Messen- 
gers should not burst into the royal presence without being an- 
nounced by gentlemcn-ushcrs. But they rush in gaily in Cyrnbeliru 
(ii, ii), in Hamlet (iv, vii), in Antony and Cleopatra (ii, v), in 
Richard III (ii, iv), and Henry r(u, iv), when no particular dramatic 
purpose save economy is thereby served. In Richard II Aumerle 
— a man already suspect — rushes wildly into the presence (v, iii), 
to be pursued to the door a moment later, first by his father, and 
then by his mother, both of whom shout and clamour for ad- 
mission until the King unlocks the door. The reasonable stage 
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version of actuality can be seen in Henry VIII (iii, i), where a 
gentleman enters to Queen Katharine to crave admission for 
Wolsey and Cardinal Campcius, who ‘wait in the presence’, 
‘great cardinals’ as they are. When in Act iv, Sc. ii, divorced 
and dying, she is burst in upon by a messenger, real dramatic 
purpose is served by this violation of the decencies: 

Enter a Messenger. 

Mess. An’t like your Grace — 

Kath. You are a saucy fellow: 

Deserve we no more reverence? 

Grif. You are to blame, 

Knowing she will not lose her wonted greatness. 

To use so rude behaviour; go to, kneel. 

In the presentation of regal and noble life Shakespeare bends 
actuality to his purpose how and when he pleases. His handling 
of murder is an instance of this. Assassination or the murder of 
a king in the sixteenth century simply could not be carried out 
privately, unless it was done by poison.^ I'o attack the victim 
unexpectedly on some public occasion was the only way. We 
have only to look at all the famous murders of the time to 
realise this — Henry III of France, Henry of Navarre, the Guise, 
William the Silent, the Regent Moray, even a simple person like 
Rizzio. All took place in circumstances of the utmost publicity. 
When it suits him to do so ShakcsptMrc keeps close to contem- 
porary practice, as in the murder of Claudius: the last scene of 
Hamlet is admirably and accurately contrived. Inliuitely the 
most impressive of all his murder scenes, however, is the murder 
of Duncan, which is almost o )mplctcly ‘ romantic ’ in its disregard 
of contemporary circumstance. 

Lady Macbeth docs her best to provide ‘corroborative detail’ 
by explaining how she has drugged the two chamberlains or 
grooms of Duncan’s chamber, so that he sleeps unguarded. That 
these so-called grooms should have been gen tlcmen-in-wai ting, 
of the same standing as Macduff, is unimportant.^ Wliat Mac- 

^ Even poison was a matter of extreme difTiculty. Royal and noble food was still 
‘tasted’. See also Ci. B. 1 larrison, Serond Eli^. Journal, pp. 320-a lor an account of a 
plan to kill r.!i*abeth by poisoinnt; the pommel of her saddle. 

^ Cf. supra, p. lyB and mjra, pp. 


14-2 
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bcth and his lady would, in reality, have found extraordinarily 
dilTicull, would be to gel rid of iheir own ladies and genllemen- 
in-waiting and their own grooms, without first going through 
tlic ceremony of going to bed.* Shakespeare compromises by 
providing Macbeth with one servant, whom he dismisses — 

(Jo, bid thy mistress, when my drink is ready 

She strike upon the bell. Get thee to bed.* 

One servant is a reasonable dramatic symbol for attendance, 
but unless we tlisiniss wdth him all ‘realistic’ criteria we must 
remember that — to take only one instance — Lady Macbeth 
would have loiind it practically impossible to escape tlie obser- 
vation of that extremely alert waiting-gentlewoman of Act v. 
Sc. i, not to mention the various grooms who would have had 
to stay up to quench fires and lights and lock up after all the 
waiting-gentlewomen and gentlemen had gone to bed. It is all 
very w'(*ll Ibr Lady Macbeth to tell her husband 

Get on your night-gown, lest oeccLsion call us, 

And show us to be watchers; 

but actually the nightgown — which was a dressing-gown or robe 
--would have been in the care of the Yeoman of the Wardrobe, 
and when required would have been handed to a gentlcmaii-in- 
wailing who would have helped his lord to put it on. Macbeth 
w'oultl probably have had no idea where to find his nightgown 
I’or liiinself. Lven in a modern household that is well maided 
and valeted it is often impossible to find a garment without 
ringing for the servant who gives personal attendance — attend- 
ance which still means constant surxcillancc and attention, but 
which is absolutely negligible in comparison with what would 
have been found in any Llizabethan nobleman’s household. In 
fact, if a sixlecnlh-ccntiiry monarch is to be privately murdered 
by a nobleman, circumstances such as those arranged for Evadne 
in 7 /it’ Maides 7 rain'dr arc practically the only possibility, if the 
dramatist is to be I'urccd to consider the ‘realities’ of every- 
day life. 


* Cf. infra, pp. 203-6. 
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The household of an Elizabethan nobleman was organised on 
the same lines as the Court, though on a somewhat smaller scale. 
The number of gentlemen-in-waiting and of yeoman servants 
would naturally vary according to the means of the individual 
and the state which he desired to keep, but the household olTiccrs 
and the conditions of service were the same in large or small 
establishments. At the head of every household was the Steward, 
who was responsible to the master or mistress for the general 
conduct of afi'airs, for the provisioning, for keeping an eye on 
the necessary repairs all over the estate, for the payment of 
wages, the overlooking of all departmental accounts, and the 
discipline of the staff. Associated with him as a rule, but of 
subsidiary importance, were the Comptroller and the Treasurer 
or Cofferer. In a group by themselves came such persons as 
Secretaries, Schoolmasters and(!haplains; and in another people 
whose employment was not strictly within the houschohl, .such 
as a High Steward of Courts, an Auditor, a Rereiver-Gencral 
and a Solicitor — any or all of wliorn might be needed by a nolilc- 
man with large estates to administer. A Master or Gentleman 
of the Horses was usual in most households, and the rest of the 
gentlemen-servingmen were as a rule grouped as Gentlemcn- 
Ushers, Sewers, Carvers, Geiiilcnien of the Chamber and 
Gentlemcn-in-Waiting or Gentlemen Waiters. Beneath all these 
were the yeomen servants and the grooms belonging to all the 
different offices, such as cwry, pantry, bakehouse, cellar, kitchen, 
wardrobe, stables. The laundry was generally staffed by women, 
and the immediate attendants of the ladies of the household 
were waiting-gentlewomen .ind chainberers or chambermaids. 

In most noble households in Tudor times the greater number 
of these gentlemen servants were gentlemen by birth. Many of 
them possessed independent means, and were the owners of or 
heirs to estates. It is said of Biirghley that ‘ most of the principal 
gentlemen in England sought to prefer their sons and heirs to 
his sersdee’, and that he had ‘attending on his table’ twenty 
gentlemen, each of whom had /^looo a year ‘in possession and 
reversion ’.‘ The treasurer of the Household to Edward Earl of 

* Peek, Desiderata Curiosa, i, 1779. 
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Derby, who died in 1572, was a knight, Sir Richard Shierborn: ‘ 
the House Steward of Gilbert Talbot, seventh Earl of Shrews- 
bury, who died in 1592, had previously been senior Fellow of 
St John’s College, Cambridge.* The Steward of the fifth Earl 
of Northumbciland, in Henry VIITs time, had three personal 
servants to attend on him.* I’he Steward of the Earl of Derby 
ruled an establishment of eighty gentlemen and. five hundred 
yeomen.* The Steward of even the most modest household, such 
as that of Katharine Willoughby, Dowager Duchess of Suffolk, 
would have at least eighty to a Imndred persons in his charge.'* 
From such facts as these it is easy to see that an Elizabethan 
houseliold steward was a gentleman of considerable importance, 
occupying a very responsible position, which gave him the exer- 
cise of very considerable power, and must probably have called 
for much discretion and tact. Anthony Browne, second Viscount 
Montague, in his liooke oj Orden and Rules^ for the conduct of his 
household at Cowdray, gives us a detailed account of the duties 
of all his servants, and is particularly interesting on the subject of 
his Steward. The Steward was the chief officer in the house. He 
dined and supped in the great hall, seated in the place of honour, 
at his own table, ‘and that always in a gown, unless he be 
booted’. His instructions were, not to ‘give place unto any’; 
and gentlemen strangers who were entertained at the castle ate 
at his table. The preservation of discipline was in his hands, and 
the Viscount writes: 

I will that in civil sort he do reprehend and correct the negligent and 
disordered persons, and reform them by his gr.xve admonitions and 
vigilant eye over them, the riotous, the contentious, and quarrclous 
persons of any degree... the frequenters of tabling, carding, and 
dicing in corners and at untimely hours and seasons. . .Tlie incorrig- 
ible persons and wilful maint.iincrs of tlieir outragious misgovernment 
and unsutrcrablc disoidcrs. . .whom neither his persuasions, reason 
itself, nor authority ran contain within the limit of their duty: of 

* J. Nichols, llliulrations oJ tU Mdrmrtf aiU Exf^mes of Anlitnl Timet, 1797. 

* S. Doin. i'ini-4, 174. 

* 7 /if /itir/ of .Vnrthu-nbfrhiTul'i Hnusehnld Book, pil. Bishop Percy, 1770. 

* MSS. CornrntfMon. Earl of .IfixiijUr’s MjS. p. 439. « 

‘ Susirx Aiihsieological ColU*. lions, vol. vu. 
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them I will that he give me inrormation, and leave them and their 
cause to mine own consideration. 

The Viscount had his rules read aloud to the ascembled house- 
hold once a year ‘about the audit time’. In view of Twelfth 
Might (ii, iii, 95 IT.) one might almost imagine that Malvolio or 
his creator had somehow managed to be present on one such 
occasion!^ • 

The Viscount’s Gentleman-Usher seems to have been directly 
responsible, under the Steward, for the detailed orgatiisation of 
the work and duties of both the gentlemen and the yeomen 
servitors; or, as the V’iscount has it, ‘ He shall h;ive authority, in 
civil and kind manner, to command any gentleman or yeoman 
to do any service that shall be for mine honour’. It was his 
business to appoint his lordship’s carvers and sewers from among 
the number of his gentlemen, to attend ujion visitors in the 
morning and make all arrangements for their comfort, and to 
wait upon the Viscount at dinner — ‘w.iit’, that is to say, in the 
general sense of overseeing the d<'lails of the service. He was 
commanded, for example, to see that no waiter was allowed ‘to 
carry a dish or attend at my table in doublet and hose only, 
without cither coat, cloak, or some upper garment’.® 

The Gentlemen of the Ghamber uttrnded to the Viscount’s 
personal wants when he rose in the morning and when he went 

^ Thosr who like to helit-vf that ^hakrsprarr difw frt'm the life may be intcrrsfecl 
in the following ‘possible* conruxioii beiwern hirn and this panic ular dr)riiriient. 
The dedicatee of I'miis and AJonn ancl f.ufrrcr (I'iGth well, probably, as 

the beloved youth o! the Sormrtu was I It iir> VN rmihesley, thud I.arl ol .Southampton. 
He was hoin in i and sue t rt drd to the eai ldi»m in i ',hi . Mis mother was Mary 
Browne, daughter of the fiiM \ i>couii’ Moni.igue. Anilutny Browne, born in i •574 
(four monihb later than Southamfimn,, who suet reded his grandlather an second 
Viscount in i SO'-i* was ihereiore Ins lust cousin. We have no evidenre as i») the 
degree of intimacy that existed between tlieni, but we know that Anthony was 
brought up at Cowdrav, and that Sout‘iamf>ion stayed there with his grandfather 
from time to time. It was cjuite near to his own home, 'I iic hheld. 'I he old Viscount 
took a considerable interest in the afl.nrs of his elder grandson, and it is likely tliat 
the cousins saw a good deal of each other in c hil(lhr»nd and youth. While accepting 
implicitly the mat hiiier> and (wcler of hie with which the ‘Kules’ deal, it is not 
difficult to imagine that the young I arl might have been amused by the somewhat 
pompous and selfcoiiscious ‘Buokc*, a.s written up by his junior in 15931 at the age 
of twen tv-one ! 

• A dfiailed^cscription of the cciemonv cjf the serving of the Viscount's dinner 
ran be found in the present writer’s Elizabethan L^Je^ pp. 31, 32 . 
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to bed. The senior amonqst them waited upon his ‘ trencher and 
cup, at dinner and supi)CT*, and acted as a personal attendant 
wherever he went. 'I'lic Gcntlcmcn-in-Waiting attended the 
Viscount and his wife whenever they ‘walked abroad’, and 
arranged amongst themselves so that a sufficient number of 
them were always in attendance in the Great Chamber by 
10 a.m. When required by the Gcntlcman-Ushcp to do so they 
acted as valets to guests staying in the house, and in the 
order of precedence took their place after the Gentlemen of the 
Horse, who in their turn took place after the Gentlemen of 
the C'hamber. 

The Yeoman-Usher was in charge of the Grooms of the 
Chamber and the Yeomen of the Chamber. He saw to it that 
they kept the Great Chamber and the dining chambers clean 
and tidy; and, under the Gentleman-Usher, supervised the 
serving of the meals. The Yeomen of the Chamber were re- 
sponsible for the keeping and the proper care of the Viscount’s 
apparel, linen, robes and jewels. They slept in the withdrawing 
chamber, adjoining the bedchamber, so as to be at hand if 
required. I'hcy brushed carpets, laid fires, and prepared, brushed 
and laid out the Viscount’s wearing apparel for the day. They 
made the Viscount’s bed, and did all necessary housemaid’s 
work. Unlike the housemaid, however, they were also required 
to attend upon the X'i.scouiit when he walked in the park, ‘one 
to carry my cloak; the rest to do mine errands, to take up and 
make clean my bowls, and the like’. The Grooms did all 
servants’ work in the Great Chamber, such as making the fires, 
and fetching drink for the meals. The Yeomen of the Chamber, 
however, w'erc responsible at night for seeing to the quenching 
of fires and lights and for locking up after everyone had gone 
to bed.^ 

pA'cn when it is possible to discover the actual names of people 
who occupied positions in noble Elizabethan households it is 
generally very diflicult to find out anything about them. In con- 
sequence, it is almost impos'^ible to be definite and, precise as to 
the exact social standing of a steward or a waiting-gentlewoman 

^ For furtlirr details sec Note A, p. 213. 
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or a gcntleman-in-waiting. In general we should be right to ex- 
pect such persons to be of gentle birth, and in the cases of waiting- 
gentlemen and gentlewomen sometimes of the same social status 
as their employers. The theory of service was that those of gentle 
birth were serx ed personally by men and women also of gentle 
birth. By the beginning of the seventeenth century, however, it 
is probable that conditions were slightly dilTcrcnt from what 
they had been a hundred years earlier, and that there were 
more waiting-gentlemen and gentlewomen who were ‘gentle’ 
only by virtue of their oflice than there had been in earlier 
Tudor times. The old idea was that the proper places for ‘good- 
man Tomson’s Jack, or Robin Ru<h, my galfcr Russctcoat’s 
second son’ were ‘the one holding the plough, the other whip- 
ping the carthorse’; but by 150^^ J- is complaining that the 
‘Gentlemanly Profession of Serving Men' is being invaded by 
these farmers’ sons and others of the same class, so that service 
is no longer the honourable calling it was, and that the real 
‘gentleman’ servant is often hard put to it to secure employ- 
ment. It is, of course, liter.iry cxulence, and must not be too 
liberally interpreted; but we are prob.ibly right to take it as a 
warning that during Shakespeare’s hl(*lime, the range of birth, 
means, breeding and diameter, within this class technically 
described as ‘gentle’, may have been consid( cable. 

A few examples will help to illustrate the situation. They 
belong to the period twcnix-five )ears pn*vious to the birth of 
Shakespeare, but I b('lieve they are typical for the whole of the 
century. Honor Grenville — a daughter of the family rendered 
illustrious by the Rli/abethin Sir Richard, amongst others — 
became by her first mariiage the third wife of Sir John Basset of 
Umberlcigh in Dev^on. I hrce of her seven children were Anne, 
Katherine and Phillippa, to each of whom Sir John left a 
marriage dowry and i 6 l .\d, a year ‘for their sufficient 
finding’.^ As her second husband Honor married Arthur Plan- 
tagenct. Lord Lisle, a natural son of Ldward IV, who held 
various important positions under Henry VIII. In 1537 she 
managed to secure for Anne the position of maid of honour to 
Queen Jane Seymour, which carried with it £10 a year in wages 

^ M. A. £. Wood, Letters of Rojal and Illustrious Ladies^ n, 76. 
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and board and lodc^ini? at Court. Anne had to provide her own 
servant, also the dresses that the Queen considered suitable. 
Amongst her companif)ns, later in her career, was that poor 
relation of the Norfolk family, Katherine Ilow^ard, who eventu- 
ally became Henry’s fifth queen.^ 

Mistress Katherine Basset had to be content with a less 
exalted position. Honor’s niece by marriage, the Countess of 
Sussex, one of the Queen’s gentlewomen, could not take her into 
her chamber wliile she was at (knirt, ‘as she has three women 
already, which is one more than she is allowed’. She was, 
however, taken into the household of the Countess of Rutland, 
another friend of Honor’s, who was aKo a gentlewoman to the 
Queen. H(Te she was obviously singled out and treated as a 
companion by the Countess, but that her normal position in such 
a household would have been that of a waiting-gentlewoman is 
obvious from a letter written to Lady Lisle by John Hussey. 
Lady Lisle had planned that Katherine should go to the house- 
hold of (he (ilountess of Hertford, and the Lari wrote to say that 
she would be as welcome to him and his wife as one of his own 
daughters. Hussey, howc\er, wrote ‘I see she is unwilling to 
leave my lady Rutland, lest being with Lady Hertford she should 
he taken hut as her wonum, for Lady Rutland does not so use her’ 
Eventually Katherine became a maid of honour to Anne of 
('leves, so that her story throws considerable light upon the 
position of ‘gentlewoman’ in a noble house.® 

With a certain number of facts thus established, on docu- 
mentary and not liferary evideiue, wc can now return to those of 
the plays which are set amidst the circumstances of noble life. 
That Shakespeare’s jrerMinal knowledge of the life and detail 
of a noble household grew wath the years and by opportunity 
seems evicUmt. In Love's Labour s Lost and Romeo and Juliet he 
portravs \i\idly enough the young gallant, for whom South- 
ampton and any of hib intimates may stand as originals. Mer- 

• r«»i ihrsr .iikI nu'st of tlie lollowiiig clri.iiN see James Gaiidiici, LetUr^ and 

Pohers, voK r«'r i’‘)37 0. •» 

* Srr Note B on p. '^ 17 . 
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cutio, Romeo, Benvolio, Paris, Tybalt, Biron and the rest arc 
just such gay, witty, hot-tempered, assured young fellows as the 
typical young nobleman of the day. Old Capulet {circa 159 1-5) 
is not just such another figure as the older nobleman, who would 
most certainly not have been able to tell one of his grooms where 
to find drier logs for the fire. Leonato of Much Ado about Nothing 
{circa 1599) will, however, pass very creditably for what he is — 
a noble gentleman who can receive the Prince in his house, and 
can wed his daughter Hero to the Prince’s intimate friend, 
Count Claudio. It is noticeable that on the occasion of this 
later wedding, in a wifeless household, Leonato docs not figure 
in any such scenes as those in which tMipiilct so incongruously 
strayed towards the kitchen. Lven when he is shown in contact 
with Dogberry and N'erges, he Icavis to lliem the business of 
examining the men they have ajiprehcnded. Domestic realism 
is confined to where it properly belongs — the scenes between 
Piero and Beatrice and their waiting-gentlewomen. 

In spite of Charles Lamb and Mr William Poel ' 7 welfth Night 
has in the past frequently sullered by reason of a fairly general 
ignorance of that aspect of Lh/abeihan lilc which is mirrored 
in its underplot. That neither stage nor study has as yet com- 
pletely escaped from the bad old tradition is suggested by the 
c.\aminatiun candidate who wrote ‘Malvolio was the clown in 
Twelfth Night, and .'Liria, who was the maid, along with the 
other menservants who were nearly always drunk, decided to 
play a trick on him’. There is still a tendency to regard th<; 
former as a fantastic stage butler, anrl the latter as a cheeky 
modern lady’s maid, with the si rvants’ hall as the setting. In 
point of fact, however, OlivI I’s household is one of the most 
accurately Elizabethan j)ictures of a noble household that 
Shakespeare has drawn. 

' Lamb in his es«;av On wmf of the Old Actors pointrcl nut that ‘Wc must not con- 
found him [Malvolio] with (hr rtrrnal old, low steward of romrdy. Hr master 
of the household to a j^reat princess: a diLrmty probably ronferred on him for other 
respects than age or length of service*. But the whole essayshoultj berarefullystudied. 

Mr Poel has tontinuallv, both in prerefn and by practuc, cmphasisrri this and 
other points which arc vitally ailcctcd by knowledge of the social background of 
the age. 
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Olivia is a Countess, of rank to marry with the ruler of 
Illyria, Orsino, who is described alternatively as Duke and 
Count. For a contemporary parallel we might perhaps fix upon 
a Tudor gentlewoman, who died in 1580, but who was famous 
in ballad and play and in people’s memory until a much later 
date. Fhe lady in cjucstion was Katharine Willoughby, a de- 
scendant of the old nobility, who married as her first husband 
Charh-s brandon, Duke of Suffolk, whose third wife had been 
Mary Tudor, sister of Henry VIII and widow of Louis XII of 
France. In 15G0-2, when living quietly in the country at 
Crimsihorjte in Lincolnshire,^ her household — apart from her 
own family — consisted of some eighty persons, including a 
Steward, a Ciomptrollcr, a Cofferer, a Master of the Horses, 
thre«‘ Gentlemen-Ushers, seven Centlemen-Waiters, and ail the 
usual yeomen and women servants. Olivia’s background is just 
such a household. ‘Who of my people’, she asks, ‘hold Viola in 
delay? ’ Malvolio in his day-dream imagines himself summoning 
her ‘officers’ about him as if they were his own. Some of her 
people, Olivia directs, arc to have a special care of Malvolio in 
his supposed madness. Malvolio is just such another careful, 
grave and dignified gentleman as Viscount Montague’s Ideal 
Steward. Maria is a shrewd, lively and W(‘ll-educalcd gentle- 
woman, who can write as fair a hand as her lady’s, and who 
marries her lady's kinsman when everybody sobers down to 
normal.* Unless we have in our minds some such conception 
of the decent and well-conditioned household that Shakespeare’s 
audience knew as the rc.dily, wc miss half the subtlety — the 
humour of the topsy-turveydom of Twelfth Night licence intro- 
duced into ordinary life. I'o get the real and deliciously con- 
trived contrapuntal melody of the piece it is essential to let the 
underplot move to the Twelfth Night tunc of the madness of 
Misrule, while the sentimental theme threads its way through 

' Sit //k/. mss. Comm., F.trlqf.4n ttlrr's .U??. 

^ I (111 not thfiA \vr oti-,;hi to take Sir loin's tlrsrription of Nfaria as ‘my ni^ '’s 
I'luiinhrrin.iKl ' liiriallN iiir.iniiiq what the I'Ji/ahf'thans usuallv term a ‘charn- 
U irr It would h.ivr hern (juite obvious from her ilrcss that she was rut a thamberer, 
so 1 ean oiiK suppose il was more or less equivalent to calling .someone’s private 
:»rrietary 'chief ctnik ancl hoitle v.aOirr’. 
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a lunacy of love. But the play loses if the underplot merely 
clowns its way along, in the wake of Sir Toby and Sir Andrew, 
The fantastic fun that as a rule we extract from the gulling of 
Malvolio gets an abrupt shock at his final exit. There is sharper 
comedy, more in keeping with that troublesome exit, if we 
realise that, in Elizabethan fact, the gulling of Malvolio hovers 
perpetually on the brink of reason, the verge of reality. Katha- 
rine Willoughby, Dowager Duchess of Sullblk, married as her 
second husband Richard Bertie, her Gcntlcman-Ushcr ! She 
was one of the romantic figures of the age, and the story of her 
life was as widely known as Fo.xe’s Book oj Martyts — .second only 
to the Bible in its popularity — couhl make it. Her step-daughter, 
Frances Duchess of Suffolk, married her Groom of the Cliambcr, 
Adrian Stokes; and Lady Mary Grey — daughter of Frances, and 
step-granddaughter of Katharine — who stood in the direct suc- 
cession to the throne, actually marri«‘d the (Queen’s Sergeant- 
Porter, ‘There is example for it: the lady of the Strachy married 
the yeoman of the wardrobe.’ 

Maria brings us at once to the con-^ideration of Shakesiiearc’s 
waiting-gcntlcwomend and the question. Are they the ladies of 
gentle birth that we should expect to find in such positions? Is 
Maria of the same social standing as Katherine Basset? Are 
Maria, Helena of All's Well that End^ Well, Nerissa, Emilia, 
Margaret and Ursula of Much Ado about A'othini^, all of the same 
social standing as Anne Boleyn, ‘a Knight’s daughter’, who is 
waiting-gentlewoman to (.^ueen Katharine in Henry VIII? In- 
stinctively, I believe, we put Anne Boleyn and Helena in a class 
apart, and group the others vsilh such figures as (fharmian and 
Iras, Lucetta, and the unnamed gentlewoman attending on 
Lady Macbeth, as ‘not quite ladies’, d'his is probably quite 
wrong and illogical, and is also probably based on ignorance of 
Elizabethan conditions and a resultant faulty stage tradition. 

If we can free our conception of Maria from the twist that 
stage practice has given to it, we realise that there is nothing in 

^ For a vivid description of sonrif of tlir diilirs and of any morning in thr life of 
any waitmg-grndrwoinan, see Eroiidcllc*'^ t'rench Cfirden, pp. 59-C5 of Tft£ Eliza- 
bethan Home (2nd rd. 1930). 
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the text of the play to impugn her gentility. From the outset 
she treats Sir 'I'oby and Sir Andrew as her equals, nor is there 
anything in her behaviour to justify us in considering her as 
belonging to a different class from Helena. She is sharp-tongued, 
witty, and higli-sj)iriicd: Helena’s is a sweeter, graver, deeper 
nature. If Maria is to be condemned as low-hfe comic-relief, 
simply because she assists in the practical joke. Sir Toby and 
Sir Andrew must share her fate. If we dislike the familiar tone 
ofher conversation with the knights, what are we to say of Helena 
and her conversation with Parollcs {All's Well that Ends Well, i, i, 
ii8 If.)? But we accept Helena without question as a gentle- 
woman; and the Countess of Rousillon treats her as a daughter, 
as a favoured gentlewoman like Katherine Basset was treated. 
In fad, to differentiate between Maria and Helena in the matter 
of social standing and dress is illogical. The real difference is one 
of character. 

This, I believe, is also true of Ncrissa, Margaret, and Ursula, 
and even of Isniilia, who is the most dillicult case of all. The 
text gives definite indications, C’assio describing her as ‘the 
gentlewoman that attends the general’s wife’. Cassio, lago and 
Roderigo are all ajtparently social equals and ‘gentlemen’. It 
would certainly not be safe to argue that because Bardolph is 
the only other Lieutenant, and Pistol the only other Ancient or 
Ensign drawn by Shakespeare, that therefore Cassio and lago 
cannot be gentlemen. Emilia’s duties as a waiting-gentlewoman 
are all quite in order. She helps Desdemona to imtlress, puts 
her things away, gives her her ‘ nightly wearing ’, and is requested 

Prithee to-night 
Lay on my bed my wedding sheets. 

It is perfectly correct for her not to dine with her mistress 
{Othello, III, iii). In all normally regulated Elizabethan house- 
holds the gentlemen and gentlewomen-in-waiting always dined 
at their own tables. In spite of these indicatitins, however, it is 
dillicult to feel that Emilia belongs socially to the same class as 
Helena. Her spirited, outspoken championship ofher mistress 
in tlic last scenes makes her part extraordinarily ‘sympathetic’ 
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in Act V — so much so, in fact, that an actress of any quality can 
sweep an audience off their feet with it: but her theft of the 
handkerchief, coupled with her altogether unforgivable obtuse- 
ness in the matter, offends unbcarablv. 

The (theatrical) problem of the gentleman who is ‘no gentle- 
man’, and yet is not cast for ‘villain’, is always a difficult one. 
In the present instance we can meet it by disregarding the 
Elizabethan social scheme, taking character as indicative t)f class, 
and presenting Emilia so as to give something of the impression of 
the simplc-privilcgcd-retaincr — analogous to the Nurse in Romeo 
and Juliet. To differentiate her manner as coarser, her apparel as 
simpler, and her intelligence and behaviour as on a lower plane, 
when compared with Helena .and Maria, may help to jirevent 
us from feeling that her char.icter is sjilit into two incongruous 
and irreconcilable halves. On the other hand, 1 do not for a 
moment believe that this is the Elizabethan version of the situ- 
ation, as presented by Sliakespearc. It would be a mere con- 
cession of the theatre to our unconscious demand for a scheme 
of ideal values. 

We in our own day do not feel that tluTe is anything am- 
biguous about the social position of such a character .as (Captain 
Dancy in Galsworthy’s ljnallte.s', and on the Elizabetluin stage 
I have no doubt that Imiilia was dressed and presented like 
Helena and Maria— that is, .as an Eli/.abeth.an gentlewoman. 
W’e can think what we like about her behaviour, but we must not 
say that because she steals the handkerchief therefore she cannot 
be a ‘lady’, cither by birth or upbringing. It is a point which 
can well be illustrated by a story told in the Acts of the Privy 
Council,' of Sir Roger ManwocKl, Chief Baron of the Exchequer, 
who ‘took’ from ‘one Roger Underwood, a very poor man’ a 
chain to which he had apparently taken a fancy — ‘pretending 
it to be his own’, according to the Privy Couiu il minutes! It 
took strong measures and several letters from the Privy Council 
to make the Chief Baron return the chain to its lightful owner.® 

^ A.P.C. 1502, xxn, 4’>i. 

* But in justlcfito Nlanwood it br nHHrcl that Nfanninpjliani’s Diary J?lvcs a 
slightly more creditable version of the afhiir (sec Diary, CJaindcn boc. p. 91 
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When hancllini; scccnriary characters of this kind Shakespeare 
had two meUiods. If iiis dramatic purpose simply required 
persons ocruf)yinLj a recognised position in the social scheme, 
we get such sketches as Lucetta, wailing-gentlewoman to Julia; 
Margaret and Ursula; Lady Macbeth’s gentlewoman, and the 
Qiieen’s woman in Richard IF. Being first and foremost stock 
utilities they are true to type. They know their place, because 
they arc their place. On another level altogether works the 
Shakespeare who is interested in presenting a character, and is 
distinctly less interested in bothering about details of social 
status, 'riiesc oilier personages arc not always sure of their place. 
Emilia seems to be a case in point; and an even more significant 
and intcn‘sling example is Gratiano, who is obviously conceived 
first as a character, and only afterwards as someone in a certain 
social position, and therefore related in a specific way to the 
other p(Tsons of the drama. 

When (iratiano first enters with Bassanio and Lorenzo, 
Salarino’s greeting is ‘Good morrow, my cood lords\ which 
gives the momentary impression that here is yet another of 
Shakespear(*\s favourite groui)s of three young men— Biron- 
Longa\ illc-numain, Don Pcdro-Glaudio-Bcncdick, Mercutio- 
Benvolio-Romeo. Gratiano hastens to confirm this impression 
by monopolising the conwrsation. He lectures and chaffs 
Antonio, that ‘royal merchant’, calls him ‘My .\ntonio', and 
tells him ‘ I love thee, and it is my love that >peaks’. His tone to 
Bassanio’s ‘kinsman’, in fact, is the tone of Bassanio’s equal, and 
fir this particular scene it is dilhcult to regard liiin as anything 
else. At the lowest computation he is to Bassanio as Benedick is 
to U.laudio. When he next ajipears, however, it is evident that 
Bassanio is a ‘lord’ and that Gratiano is not, although for the 
moment he keeps vij) something of the pretence of equality by 
addressing him as ‘Signior Bassanio’ [The Merchant oj Venice^ ii, 
ii, iqi, 20 1 -). After this, howTver, he slides rapidly down the 
social st ale, gives up being the agreeable rattle that he set out 
to be, addresses his former companion as ‘my lord Bassanio’ and 
'your lordship'; and by the end of .\ct iv is obviously nothing 
more than a gentlrmaii-in-waiting to Bassanio, who has married 
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Portia*s waiting-gentlewoman, and who can be sent to fetch and 
carry for his lord. In fact, the exigencies of the drama and the 
necessity of finding a husband for Ncrissa, whose status is clear, 
translate Gratiano from one sphere of life into another. He 
remains a ‘gentleman’, but he becomes a serving-man, whereas 
in Act I he behaves as a character, but not as an Elizabethan 
gentleman-in-wailing. He begins like Benedick, and ends up 
like Fabian. 

On the basis of the material thus collected and the examples 
discussed it should be possible for the producer and the stuclent 
to decide upon the social position of most individuals in the plays. 
We can, of course, take our cue from Shakespeare and ignore 
facts, but it is generally wiser for the interpreter to leave that 
liberty to the creative artist. It will also be wiser not to try to 
base too much biograpliir al coiijei lure upon such facts as these. 
It may be that to the end Shak(*sp(‘are was to some extent 
ignorant of the manner of life at Wliiich.ill or I'heobalds or 
Kenilworth or (iowdray. Even if this w(*re true, however, it is 
perfectly obvious that, like any othe r playwright in any age, he 
could have found out most things that he needed or wanted to 
know. The real value of a knowleclgc of the social background 
is twofold. In certain cases, such as lueljlh it enables us 

to imerpret more accurately the author’s intention. It also 
enables us to see how, when and where Shakespeare chdiberately 
rejects the actual. If we see this we may alscj see why he rejects 
it; and that means the rare privilege cT yet another glimpse of 
the artist at work. 

N(jTE a 

A most valuable document to study in conjunction with this 
pattern household of Viscount Montague's is the list of the servants 
of Henry Courtenay, Marquis of Exeter, which was made at the time 
of his execution in 1538. ‘ It is valuable because it gives full details 
about the social status, age, means, wages, and even the accomplish- 
ments and personal appeal ance of most of tlie members of the 
household. First on the hst cfime nineteen Gentlemen of the House- 
hold. Amongst them there is one William I^crpoynlc, ‘and he is the 
* Gairdncr, LetUrs and I upers, Henry V/I/^ 755* (‘S.P. 1, 138.) 

*5 
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lady marquess’s kinsman and at her finding* — in other words, 
financially siipporircl by her: one William Scyntlowe, ‘son and heir 
to Sir John Seyntlowe*/ aged twenty, married to one of Sir Edward 
Baynton’s daughters, and allowed ;^io a year by his father. Then 
there is ‘Thomas Sparrow gentleman’, the Receiver-General, aged 
fifty-six, ‘very discreet, of good conditions and also of goodly sub- 
stance*. There is a Thomas Sryntlow, described as ‘a tall gentleman 
and of personage, and shooteth well, with all other honest conditions 
me(‘t for a gentleman*: Tliomas Godolphin, aged thirty, unmarried, 
who is ‘diligent in .serving about a nobleman, with honest and decent 
qualities’: Richard Buller, ‘of a mean stature’, who is ‘found* yearly 
by his friends to the amount of/^3. 6.f. 8rf. : and John Ligh, described 
as son and heir to Mr Lieghc, the King’s Gentleman-Usher. 

'I'he gentlewomen who attended upon the Lady Marquess were 
five in number. It is doubtful if any of them were of the same social 
standing as tlie gentlemen. *"rheir ages range from fifty-six to twenty- 
two: they are all described as unmarried; and one, ‘Margaret 
Brevvnc’, as ‘a poor woman, not having many friends*. Anne Browne 
is described as ‘good with the needle, and can play well upon the 
virginals and lute*. 

In the third division of the list come the ten Yeomen and Grooms 
of the Chamber, including the Barber, who ‘is a very good Barber*: 
also an old m.in of sixty, now quite helpless, who had served the 
family all his life; and David ap Jenkyn, who ‘did ahvays wait upon 
the lord iihirquis in his chamber*. Fourteen Ycoincn-Waiters and 
fourteen Yeomen and Grooms of the Stable arc also listed, and the 
Calendar comptites the total number of these inferior servants as one 
hundred and lhrc<\ 

'I’heir w'ages varied, not only according to the positions held, but 
apparently also according to their individual needs. Some were 
‘found’ or partially found by their families or friends. Some owned 
lands. Others had nothing but their wages, livery and keep. The 
chief Gentlewoman received fu. a year, and the others /^2. 135.4^. 
each.- riie Schoolmaster received £ 6 . 13.V. 4^., and the Secretary 

‘ Sir Jolin Srvnll(»\vr (or St Lowe) was Sheriff f*f Gloucester 1536-7. For the 
Nortliein Rehellion hr was to brin^ from Somerset a troop of 100 men, and he is 
listed as one of those to attend on tlie Kiiu^’s own person. In 1536 he v\a.s a captain 
in Irel.ind, drew waije.s for 3 i^rand captains, 3 petty captains and 3«>o fool. He was 
one of the gentlemen appointeil to meet .\nne of C'.leves in 1539 (sec Gairdncr, Letters 
:ri./ f*iif'ers, \ 

® In i>r about 1 find the Ladv Ntounteai^le’s Ejcntlewoin.-in rereiving £5, 

an I luT rhambci in.iul 30.1., with 301. allowance for liver\. Menservants’ wages in 
the same ln»usehold varied fiorn |o». to ^'5 and the allowanco for livery being 
in cvrry case 311J. M\S. Comm, No. 55, voi. 111, 'freshain Papers). 
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13^. 4^. The wac^es of a Gentleman-in-Waiiinp scorn to have 
ranged from £& to The 01 dinar v w*mr lor a Yc<Hnan of ihc 

Chamber seems 10 have boon 6r. 8//. The Yeoman of the Wardrobe 

had \ so had the Porter, the tlirec Undci -Falconers, and the Chief 
Baker. The fourteen Ycomcn-Waitcrs had £2. y. .\d, each. 

NOTE B 

Other helpful details can als(j be gathered from the Lisle corre- 
spondence. We learn, for example, that one of Loid Lisle’s land- 
stewards was anxious for Lady Lisle to take into her service as a 
gcntlcman-in-waiting the thud son of a certain Sir Peter Philpr^t. 
Hussey w'ritcs that the father will help to maintain him, tiiat his 
eldest brother is dead, and the second ‘sore sick and not likely to 
recover; and if he die the third will recover, l)esides his father’s land, 
500 marks a year. If he were omt in service means rnii^ht he found that 
Mrs Philippa and he mi{fht couple to*^t ther\ A w^alting-gentlcman, in f.ict, 
might prove a good match for a daughter of the house. Ofi anothei 
occasion Hussey writes, ‘1 ha\e l)e<'n aslaul what y«»u will gi\e with 
Mrs Katherine’s mariMge’. lie has let it he nimoined tliat her 
dowry might be 300 marks, btil he bel #‘ves that il Ladv lash* could 
make it 500 her daugliter can secure a i(‘al matriiinini.il ‘c.iiih* — 
Sir Edward Baynton’s son and h(‘ir— so that ‘she will h.ive an heir 
W'ho can spend 1000 matlcs a year ’. Sir Talward Havnton was one of 
the favourite courtiers (jf Henry VIII, \ k e-chamhei l.iin to three of 
his queens, and head of a fairuly that traced its desr eril h.if k to the 
time of Henry IL One of his sons-in-law, as we h.ive alre.idy seen, 
was Sir John Seyntlowc's son and le-ir and one of the Marquis of 
Exeter’s gentlemen-in-wailing. Actually Katherine never rn.irrii-d 
the Baynton heir, but the connexions thus cstahlishc'd by such details 
help us to understand the nature of ‘service* in the sixteenth century. 

Lady Lisle’s own genfleworru n v.iried in rank. At the lime of the 
attainder of John Lord Hussey* in negotiations were on foot for 
her to lake one of his daughters. Although executed for an alleged 
complicity in the Pilgrimage of (dace, Hussey liad been a person of 
the first importance at Court. His wife was a daughter of lire Earl of 
Kent, and he himself had held, am»»ngst other ofhees, that of Ckrrnp- 
troller of the Royal Household, and that of Chamber lain to Princess 
Mary. At another time Lady Weston — who had herself been one of 
the gentlewomen of dueen Katherine of Aragon — recommended 

' Xnt to br confused with John I tlir Liil^'s’ faiiiiliar servant, and agrnt in 

Engl.'iiid. 
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Lady Lisle to take the daut^hter of Christopher More, ‘a gentleman 
which my lord knoweih well’. The only Christopher More of that 
time who is likely to luive been well known to Lord Lisle, was Sheriff 
of Surrey and .Sussex in 1539/40. In the Squires’ list of the gentle- 
men attending on the King who were to meet Anne of Cleves on her 
arrival in Liigland Cliristophn More figures as a gentleman who was 
to ride in a coat of black velvet, with a gold chain, and to bring with 
him six servants. The gentlew'oman herself had been brought up in 
the household of ‘my Lady Hoscr’, had been with Lady VVeston for 
several years, and was strongly recommended by her as capable of 
waiting upon Lady Lisle or her daughters. She can ‘keep your plate 
or your napery’, writes Lady Weston; and as for the daughters of the 
house, she can ‘ bring them up well, and can teach them right good 
manners 

Wood, hiUrs^ II, 80-2. 



SHAKESPEARE’S SOURCES 


BY 

A. L. ATTWATER 


THE PRACTICE OF THE TIH'.ATRES 
(a) Collaboration and Rlvimon 

In the prologue to Volporu Ben Jonson wrote: 

’Tis kn<)\MiP, five weeks fully pen’ll it: 

From his ovine li.itid, without a <o-4i(ljutt)r, 

Novice, journeyman, or tutor, 

and this claim to havewiittcn his mastetpiei e so quirklywithout 
assistance cmpliasises a dominant cotultiion ol woik in the 
Elizabethan theatre and a lesulting pr.uliie. The repertory 
system and compi’titiiin between the coiup.iuies, as well as the 
limited number of theatre-goer'., demanded .i reguilar supjily of 
fresh plays; rapidity of cotnposition w.is essetiti.il, and a iiatuial 
result was collaboration. Jonson himsell adiuiiled, when he 
published his Stjnnus, that in th.it play as aited ‘a seiond Pen 
had good sh.irc’, but he repl.ieed the woik of his rollahorator 
by his own rather than ‘dcfiaud so h.ippy a Genius of his right 
by my lothod usurpation*. In the colleition of plays attributed 
to the famous partnership of Beaumont and Fleti her there was 
certainly ‘loihed usurpation’ ol the rights of Massinger and 
others. But, while title-pages rarely name mote than two 
authors, Heaslowe’s accounts often show three or four, or even 
five poets, working together on one play. 

The demand for fresh plays might also be satisfied in part by 
the furbishing up of old ones, but the evidence for such revision 
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is not so slraiglilforwarcl. A statement on the title-page that a 
play has been ‘newly corrected, augmented, and amended’ 
was often made l)ecausc an imperfect, pirated version was 
already in the booksellers’ shops. On the other hand Henslowe 
sometimes marked as ‘new’ a play wliich had already appeared 
some years before. 7 he Spanish Tragedy is thus marked by him in 
1597, and an edition of this play was published in 1602 ‘with 
new additions of the Painter’s part’. The additions generally 
held to have been made by liird and Rowley to Marlowe’s 
Doctor Tau.sius arc also substantial. Hamlet says to tlie First 
Player : 

Can you play 1 he Murdtr of (ionzago'i 
and then asks : 

You couM, for need, study a sprerh of some do'/en or sixteen lines, 
whieh 1 would s(*t down and ins<‘it in’t, could you not? 

'idle Player’s reaily assent would sugiresl that he found nothing 
strang<' in this f)n)posal. It is reasonably conjectured tluit some 
time after Shakespeare's death extra songs and dances for the 
witches were added to Macheth, 

'Phere were many reasons why plays in the stock of a ri'pertory 
company should be altered from time to lime. T(»pical allusions 
went out of date and new ones would be needed. Ilcnslowc’s 
accounts record paynumt to poets for ‘mending' tludr own and 
other men’s jdays for performance at Court, and changes in the 
place of performance or in the personnel of a company might 
nccessital(‘ re\ision.’ Customs dilTered between theatres, and 
Marslon's Malcontent, wiiiten for p(*rlt)rmance at the Blackfriars, 
where there was music between the acts, had to be lengthened 
for the (ilolx', where the ('uslom of music was ‘not received’. 

But these additions and mendings scarcely w’arrant the a<^- 
sumplion that whenever an old play was rc\ived, its style and 

* 'riir twi) versions nf A'/r^ I ear, iv, \ii, in onr oC I.rar is obviously 

in bed .md in the *1 jiSi'r I cMrr in a < luairr c.irricd ))V srr\ari \ 

indu .itr ‘lurndimj’ (Mihrr f«ir ,\ prrloiiv.nu r wiirrr no innrr was availablr or 

to Tii.ikc inoic tIuMtiuallv rfir» iivr the pl.ivinq of ihe n’Nt of ihr* while in the 

Qii.irti) ol OthlL DrvdciiuMi.C'. is cm, pirsuinnhlv hoc'auvc the i’ inc*s Men had, 
at the tiinr when this vriNiuii was in ii *, no leading buy act< i wlm cu.ild sing. 
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Structure were drastically altered. Possibly the practice of adapt- 
ing Elizabethan plays common after tlic Restoration indicates a 
survival of an old custom of the theatre, but in a company with 
a fairly permanent personnel, revision would probably be 
limited. Burbage would not wish to study a diH'creiit Hamlet 
every few years. 


{h) The Hu.nt for Plots 

The urgent needs of the theatre encouraged the poets t(* lay 
their hands on all likely matter for drama. The more scholarly 
among them made us<; of their wide reading. '1 amhu) laine shows 
that Marlowe’s knowledge of history and geography wa.s ex- 
tensive, and Jonson luuing inserted in ('alilm- long translated 
extraets from Cicero's siuteches, letorted uj)on hi'; critics, 
‘Though you commend the two first acts, with the people, because 
they arc the worst; and dislike the oration of Cicero in regard 
you read some [licccs of it at school and understand it not yet: 
yet I shall find the way to forgive you’. Act i conl.iined the ghost 
of Sylla, prodigies of darkness, gio.ins and fiery lights, and the 
drinking by the conspirators of the blood of a murdered slave 
— ellccts which would apjieal to the groundlings, but for which 
Jonson had the autliority of his books. Other dramatists chose 
more popular sources. Collections of tales such as Painter’s 
Palace of Pleasure and I’enton’s 'J rai’icaH Disaiursis had made the 
English reader famili.ir with the It.ili.in novel, A Mirror for 
Mdfii'itrates and the Chionich s of Ilolinsh<-d were an inexhaust- 
ible cjuarry for a national diaina, and nobler material treated 
in a more insjiiring way wa avail. ible in North’s translation of 
Plutarch’s L.ives. Here wa.'-' Cod’s plenty liir the dramatist 
seeking a plot. 

(c) Plaoiaki'-m 

Such a common stock of reading oflcred to the dramatists a 
rapidly available supply of ready-made stories with conventional 
situations and characters. 'I’hc hero villain, the braggart captain, 
the comic constable were any man’s material, and some of these 
characters would, like the Clown, be expected by the audience 
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to conform to the traditions of the old drama. Consequently, 
with the pressing need for quick production, originality was 
rare. Moreover, the rivalry between companies often led to the 
direct imitation by one of what another had made popular. 
Nor at first did much moral stigma attach to plagiarism. From 
time to time jjrolcst was made, as when R. B. wrote in Greeners 
Funeralls^ 

Grerne ni.ide tlic ground to all that wrote upon him. 

Nay moo' the men tliat so eclipst his fame 
Puiloyncil ins Plumes, can they deny the same? 

Naslie, it is true, dignified the theatre with the title of Poets’ 
Hall, but the wniing of plays does not at first seem to have been 
put on the same footing as other literary work. The players 
bonglil the po(‘t’s play, which then became the property of the 
company. Jonson, who was laughed at for calling his plays 
‘ VVoiks’, took a more serious view of the playwright’s standing, 
and the second earliest use of the word plaf^iary recorded in the 
Oxford Didionary is in his Poetaster, ( rispinus f.Marston), singing 
as his own a song by Horace (Jonson), is call(‘d ‘plagiary’, and 
Demetrius (Dekker) is arr.iigiu'd as J)!ay-dresser and plagiary’. 
Jonson’s outlook was e\c('ptional, but his sonnet-epigram on 
Poei-A|)e must have had a basis in contemporary fact and 
sentiment. 

Poore POI'T-APK, that would be thought our chiefe. 

Whose w<Mkes are eene the frjj)p(Mie of wit, 

From brocage is become so bold a ihiefe, 

Tlial we the rol)\l, leave rage, and piuie it. 

At first he made low shifts, would picke and gleane, 

Buy the reversion r)f r)ld playes; now gi'ownc 
1\) hole wealth, and ciedil in the scene. 

He lake's up all, makes each in.m’s wit his owne; 

And, told of this, he sliglits it. I'ut, such crimes 
'Fhe sluggish gaping auditor devouies; 

He m.irks not whose ’twas first: and after-times 
M.iy judi^e it to be his, as well as ours. 

F(U)le, as if h.dfe eyes will not know a fleece 
From locks of wooll, or shreds from tlic whole ptccc. 
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SHAKESPEARE’S SOURCES 
(a) Dramatic Material 
(i) Ikmy VI 

The ‘reversion of old plays’ has become an obsession with 
editors and critics of Shakespeare, but since Malone it has been 
generally held that he may have served his prenticeship as a 
‘ play-dresser’, revising and bringing up to date the work of other 
men. In all the early plays critics have found incongruity of 
style, crude characterisation and unjilcasing matter, which seem 
not to be explained by immaturity, and |)arailels with the work 
of other poets, which go beyond imitation. Somewhat doubtful 
testimony of the late seventeenth century attnbuted litus An- 
dronicus to a ‘private autlior’, to whose pl.iy Sliakespeare only 
gave some ‘master-touches’, but though no lover ol Sli.ikespcarc 
would be sorry for prool tliat he had no hanti in what Dr Jolmson 
called the ‘barbarity ol tlie spectacles’, it is diihcult in the face 
of Mercs’s direct statement to acquit him ol some considerable 
share in the play. The epilogue to (if);)!) ends: 

If this first part, (iemle.s, do like you well, 

Tiic sccttiid part shall gie.Uer iiiui liters tell. 

It was for these ‘gentles’ that Shakespeare was writing, and 
Titus Andtmicus was a pojtul.ir play. 

It is, however, nmiul Sliakespeare’s share in the three parts of 
Henry VI that controsersy has raged longest. Part I .ippeared 
first in the Folio, but xcrsiousol Parts II and 111 were pulthshed 
in quarto. The First Part oj ifie (UmU niton beta ixt the two Jamous 
Houses oj Yorke and Luncasltr in 'I he true 'Iragedie oj Uichard 

Duke oJ Yorke in 1595. .Mihough Dr John.son came to the con- 
clusion that thc-se were piracies, it was commonly held until 
lately that they represented early versions of plays of composite 
authorship which Shakespeare aflerwjirds revised, and confirm- 
ation of this view was found in Greene’s famous attack on 
Shakespeare, where the line of verse is a parody of 
P tiger’s heart wrapp’d in a woman's hide. 

Ill Henry VI, I, iv, 137. 
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The interpretation put upon Greene’s c(*mplaint was that 
Shakespeare, like Jonson’s Poet-Ape, had obtained ‘ the rever- 
sion of old plays’ by the University Wits and had sprung into 
fame by dressing them up. It has now been proved that the 
quartos are ‘ bad ’ quartos, giving pirated versions of plays which 
are more correctly represented in the text of the Folio, and 
Greene, it is suggested, was attacking a player, who having won 
his position by speaking the poets’ lines — a puppet that spake 
from their mouths — now had the audacity to bombast out blank 
verse of his own.‘ Contemporaries seem to have understood 
Greene’s charge as one of plagiarism (sec the quotation from 
Grerne's Funemlls on p. 222), but the new explanation seems the 
sounder. There remains therefore only internal evidence of style 
upon which to determine the question of authorship. The 
authenticity of all three parts has been doubted since Pope, and 
in Part 1 , which might have become associated with the other 
two, even if it were not by the same author, Malone maintained 
that except in parts of the Fourth Act, there was ‘not a single 
print of the footsteps of Shakespeare’. A desire to acquit Shake- 
speare of the denigration of Joan of Arc has been common and 
natural, but the degeneration of her character is to be found in 
the chronicles upon which the play is based, and at so early a 
stage of dramatic development in the £li/.abetiian theatre it 
would be unwise to lay too much stress on inconsistent charac- 
terisation, especially when it has the warranty of the chronicles. 
It is also unreasonable to expect a dramatic poet writing for a 
popular audience to whitewash an enemy alien, of whom the 
sober chronicler used such phrases as ‘all damnablie faithlessc 
to be a pernicious instrument to hostilitie and bloudshcd in 
divelish witchcraft and sorccric’. Moreover, when attempts are 
made to assign the dilTerent strands in all three parts to Marlowe, 
Greene, Pecle or other supposed authors, there is no substantial 
agreement except on two points. One passage of blank verse so 
mature as to suggest an ‘addition’ for some late revival (Part II, 
v, ii, 31-56) is given by all critics to Shakespeare, and most of 
them seem inclined to attribute the Joan of Arc^episodcs to 

' Peter Alexander, S^\ike spear e' s Henry VI and Richard ///, 1929. 
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Pcelc. Support for Shakespeare’s authorsliip of Parts II and III 
has been increased by the proof that the Contention and the True 
Tragedie arc pirated versions of these two plays. 

(ii) The Ur-IIarnlct 

That Shakespeare began work as a reviser has also been con- 
jectured from other ‘bad’ quartos, do solve the problems raised 
by these ‘stolnc and surreptitious copies’ it has been suggested 
that the pirates had recourse to some old play on which Shake- 
speare had probably already worked, and for an early dramatic 
version of the story of IIanih*t there is considerable evidence. In 
1589, in his preface to Greene’s novel Afenaphon, Naslie wrote: 

It is a common practice nowadays amc^ngst a sort of sliifting com- 
panions, that runne thiough every Art and tlirivc by none, to leave 
the trade of Koverini^ wherclo they were borne, and busic themselves 
with the indevouis of Art, that coidd scan ely Lalini/r their neck 
verse if they should have neede; yet Knghsh Seneca leail by Clandle- 
light yeelds many good sentences, as I^lood is a and so forth; 

and if you intreaie him f.iirc in a fiosiie morning, hec will affoord 
you whole Hamlets, I should say hamlluls of Tiagicall speeches. 

Nashc continues with a reference to ‘the Kid in Aesop’ and a 
taunt that these ‘famished followers’ of Seneca have now been 
driven ‘to intermeddle with Italian translations’. Plie father of 
Tliomas Kyd was a scrivener; K\d himself had probably trans- 
lated an Italian treatise just before Nashe wrote this preface. 
llie Spanish Tragedy, acknowledged to be Kyd's, was clearly 
written under Scnccan influence and is a play about revenge. 
The reference to the kid in /\< sop may be a punning indication 
of the person at whom Xashe is aiming his satire. A play Hamlet 
was certainly performed in June 159-1, probably by the Ghatnbcr- 
lain’s Men, and between this date and iboo there arc scattered 
references to a play or plays on this theme. On these grounds 
Malone ascribed to Kyd a Hamlet, which has since been named 
the Ur-Hamlet, Moreover a (German version of the play, Der 
Bestrafte Brudermord, shows obvious kinship with the ‘bad’ First 
Quarto, having for example the name of Corambus for Polonius. 
Parallels with the vci..e style and diction of Kyd have been 
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traced in Shakespeare’s Hamlet, and these are more common in 
the ‘bad’ quarto; and dramatic difTicultics in the play have 
been attributed to out-croppings of the Ur-Hamlet. 

But though a fairly strong case can be made out that Kyd 
wrote a Hamlet, and though by careful scrutiny of the texts 
critics have elaborated theories of a continuity from the C/r- 
Hamlet of Kyd through a series of revisions by Shakespeare and 
others to the play as it stands in the Folio, the proper verdict is 
still ‘not proven’. The problem of the First Quarto may still be 
from what sort of an abridgment of Shakespeare it derives, and 
how much of its peculiarity is to be ascribed to the assistance 
given to the pirates by an improvising actor with his memory 
full of tags from parts which he had been playing. Nor have the 
possibilities and results of shorthand reporting been fully ex- 
plored.* Prob.ibly Shakespeare took a story which had already 
been dramatised and a hero, the outlines of whose character 
were already known, and treated them in his own way. 

(iii) Old Plays 

Doubt whether Shakespeare was to any great extent an 
adapter of other men’s work is raised by the study of four extant 
‘old plays’, all at some time owned by the Queen’s Men, on 
subjects which he afterwards handled, namely The Troublesome 
Raigne of h'lng John, 1 he FamotLs Victories of Htnry the Fijth, The 
True Tragedie of Ruhard the 7hird, and The True Chronule History 
of King Leif and his three daughtirs,^ None of these plays bears any 
textual relation wliatcver to the corresponding play by Shake- 
speare. He may have taken from the True Iragtdie a hint or 
two such as ihe hesitation of the second murderer of Clarence, 
or from King Leir that striking piece of stage business when 

‘ Sff The Trni^irall Itw'nrie of Iltimlet, Prince of D^nrnarke, 1G03, edited by G. B. 
HarrivMi (Bodlev t I<*a(i CJiiarcos) ; see .iNo aiiiclcs by \V . Matthews, Modern Language 
Renew (Julv» 1932, and Jaiutarv. ton', on the impracticability of the existing 
systems of shorthand for rrportim; plavs in the theatre. 

• The Taming of the Shrew is excluded from thi> discussion owing to the doubt 
wiiether The Taming of A Shrew is to be regarded a.N a source plav or a ‘bad* 
<|ii.irto, .ind Mea\ufe for Measure, because Whetstone's Promos and CcssanJra appears 
never to have been acted. 
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Cordelia kneels before Lear asking his blessing and he before 
her asking her pardon. I'hcre is nothing in King Leir of 
Lear’s madness, there is no Fool, and the play ends, like Tate’s 
version, with the victory and restoration of Lear. The Famous 
Victories covers the whole range of botli parts of Ihnry IV and 
Henry F, and the chief link between it and Shakespeare’s work 
is that the leader of the Prince’s disreputable conip.iny is Sir 
John Oldcastlc, nicknamed Jockey. He is but a wraith of Shake- 
speare’s Oldcastle-Falstaff, although there is one passage in 
which he shows a slight trace of FalsiaHian unction. 

Prince Henry, But heres sucli adoo now a dayes, hercs prisoning, 
hcres hanging, whipping, and the divel and .ill; But I tel you sirs, 
when I am King, we will have no such things, if the old king my 
father were dt'ad, w’e would be all kii^gs. 

Oldcastle, Hce is a good aide man, Ciod t.ikc him to his mercy the 
sooner. 

It has been conjectured that between the Ftwrous Victories^ which 
may be an abridgment of two plays, anti Sbakespt'arc’s Henry IV 
and Henry V there was an intermediate handling by some other 
dramatist of the whole .'jlory ol Prince Hal. It is hard to believe 
that there was anything between the I roublesome Raigne and 
King John, The relation between tht se two plays is therefoK! 
important. It would be rash to gener.dise from one sp<*cial 
instance, but with such confirmation as is allorth-cl by the I rue 
TragediCy King Leir and the Famous Vn lories^ it m.iy be suggested 
that when Sliakespearc took as his source an existing old play, 
he completely rewrote it rather than dre^sed it up. Between the 
Troublesome Raigne and King John tluTe are few verbal links, 
and though Shakespeare retained the main structure of the old 
play, everywhere his work shows signs of a new shaping spirit 
of art. Episodes arc rc.irranged to achieve a truly dramatic 
progress towards the climax, ch.iracter is revitalised, and the 
language is entirely transmuted. I hc old play is full of crude 
anti-papal propaganda; in removing most of this Shakc.spcare 
certainly obscured the motive of the monk in poisoning the 
King. This loose end is evident in the study, but in the theatre 
the swift following of John’s attempt to murder Arthur by his 
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misfortunes and death enables Shakespeare to disguise a post-hoc 
as a propler-hoc, and to eflcct an illusion of tragic consequence. 
In tlie old play Faulconbridge is little more than a braggart, 
incapable of that anger and pity with which Shakespeare en- 
nobles him as he stands over the dead body of Arthur. If King 
John gives any idea of the normal way in which Shakespeare 
‘mended’ old plays, there is no need to trouble much about the 
nature of the Ur-Ilandel, or of the Jew, supposed to be at the 
back of The Merchant of Venice.^ 

{b) Nun-Dramatic Material 
(i) Ilolinshed 

Shakespeare’s art is also revealed in his method of turning 
into drama the history which he found in Holmshed’s Chro- 
nicles. Of the early historical plays Richard II keeps closest to its 
source, ahhough the stoiy is transformed by much imaginative 
invention and by a marked indulgence in the lyric moment, as 
for instance in the Deposition scene, the elaborate ritual of 
wiiicli derives more from Froissart than from Ilolinshed. Frois- 
sart also tells a story of the greyhound Mathe, who deserted 
Richard for Bolingbroke, a story which may have given Shake- 
speare a hint for ‘roan Barbary’. For / Henry IV, in which 
Shakespeare jterfected his own type of history, he had the Famous 
Victories as authority for Prince Hal’s wildness, a theme which 
is not greatly emphasised by Ilolinshed. Nor did the chronicles 
give any hel|) towards the character of the altogether admirable 
Hotspur, whose age Shakespeare tloes not scruple to alter to 
suit the design of his play. What he took from Holimhed was 
the cpis«)ilc of the Percies’ rebellion, drawn to it perhaps by the 

‘ To give the 7 rnublfyorne Rais^ne its due, there is more humanity in /\rtliur\‘i 
words alUT lie Uixs thiowii hiiiiN(‘lf from the baiilenieiit5 : 

Iloe, who Ks msh, some body lake me up, 

Where is m> iiioiiiCr? let me speak with her, 

than in Shakcspcaie's conceit: 

Oh me! my uncle’s >pirit is in these stones. 



Shakespeare’s sources 229 

incident of the quarrel over the prisoners, since Essex, a man as 
covetous of honour as Hotspur, had lately been involved in a 
curiously similar quarrel with his sovereign. I'he .scene between 
the Prince and his father Shakespeare transferred from a later 
date. It seems likely that he intended Part I to be complete in 
itself, with Prince Hal’s ‘reformation’ established at the battle 
of Shrewsbury, which Hctlinshed marks with a marginal caption, 

‘ The valiancy of the yoong pnnce\ P.irt II can be regarded as a 
hastily written encore, and the increase in I'alstafTian matter 
reveals the cause; it is not surprising that the historical frame- 
work, a mere copy of Part I, is not so close to the chronicles, 
although the King’s dying admonition to his son is straight from 
Holinshed. At Agincourt there was no room for I'alstaff, and in 
Henry P Shakespeare’s reliance on Holinshed is again consider- 
able, while for the ‘command’ play. The Mnry IPjcm of Windsor , 
which provided more ‘fat meat’ for Qiuvii I'.li/abeih, it is quite 
reasonably supposed that he drc-sscd up some existing play, 
which may have been the conj« ctnred Jealous Comedy. 

Shakespeare’s method of using Holinshed was to select some 
section of the chronicles which gave him a satisfactory frame- 
work for his play. Material which e\|ires.scd motive or which 
enabled him to reveal or develop ch.irarter might be shifted 
from its proper historical setting and added to this nucleus. 
Material which proved intractable was either abandoned alto- 
gether or handled merely by rcferenc<‘. His debt to the chro- 
nicles is often to be seen in the marginal captions of Holinshed, 
such as ‘ King Richard in utter di spaire\ at his landing from Ireland, 
or ‘A guiltie conscience in exi'imilie of skknessc pinchrth iore\ of 
Henry IV. For characterisation Holinshed only occasionally 
breaks his narrative to give a sketch such as that of (^ueen 
Margaret, ‘This ladic excelled all other, as well in beautic and 
favour, as in wit and policie; and was of stomach and courage 
more like to a man than a woman’, or of Richard II, ‘He w;is 
seemclie of shape and favor, & of nature good inough, il' the 
wickednesse & naughtic demeanor of such as were about him 
had not altered it’. 
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(ii) North's Plutarch 

Throughout the later English histories Shakespeare seems to 
be setting himself the problem of characterisation. These men 
lived and died, as the clironiclers relate; what manner of men 
were they? At the moment when he was passing ‘from Henry V 
to Hamlet' in search of a better instrument for expressing cha- 
racter, biography takes the place of chronicles as his source, and 
biogra[)hy which combines the psychology and narrative skill of 
a (Ireek philosf>pher-historian with the vigorous style of a typical 
Elizabethan. North’s Plutarch was a collection of heroic portraits 
with an immediate appeal to the men of Shakespeare’s age. 
Ilolinslied gave him matter, but rarely suggested the style of his 
treatment; the mass o( verbal borrowing from North tells a 
diflerent talc.‘ Plutarch, moreover, with the tradition of a great 
dramatic literature behind him, often writes his biographies in 
such a way as to suggest tragedy, and Shakespeare accepts from 
him hints for his own tragic [)«itiern. 

In Julius Caesar for the scallolding of his play he still uses the 
method which he had applied to Holinshed, and takes the last 
few pages ol Plutarch’s Lije oj Caesar, beginning at a point where 
North notes marginally, ‘ Why Caesar was hated'. These pages tell 
the story of Caesar’s assassination and the riot which lollowcd 
his funeral, and then Plutarch comments: 

So he reaped no other fruit of all his reign and dominion, which he 
Ihid so vehemently desiied fill Ins life, and pursued with such e.xiremc 
danger, but a vam niune only, and .1 supeilu i.d glory, that procured 
Inin the envy and hatred ol Ins country. But Ins great prosperity and 
good fortune, that favoured him all his lifetime, did continue after- 
wards in the revt'iige of his death, pursuing his murderers both by 
sea and land, till they had not left a man more to be executed, of all 
them that were actors or coun.^eilors in the conspiracy of his death. 

* 'riic extent of this bornnong is much Rreai( r in the two later Roman plays, 
Antony and Cleopatra and CorwLinns, but it is wuith iiotint; th.it when he returned to 
Hohiishrd for parts ol SUuhtth, in the dialugue between Malcolm and Mat duff 
(Act IV, Sc. Ill), at a point in llie pla\ where drain.ilic tension is relaxed, and, it 
may be. Shakespeare’s interest, beiiu; centred in .Macbeth and Lady Macbeth, 
iiioment.u iK ti.u'v^ed. he lollowed the language ol his source almost as closely as in 
Antony atui Hevpaiia and Cvriutunui, 
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There follows briefly the story of Philippi, and of the spirit that 
appeared to Brutus, saying, ‘I am thy ill angel'. Here then in 
the Life of Caesar was the plot for a tragedy of Caesar’s death and 
of his ‘spirit ranging for revenge*; Shakespeare lills it out with 
matter chiefly from the Life of Brutus. 'Fhc Life of Cae.\(ir gave 
him his plot, the Life of Brutus most of his characterisation. 'Phe 
enigmatic character of Caesar may be due to an attempt to 
reconcile Plutarch’s picture with current opinion of the ‘tlira- 
sonical’, ‘hook-nosed fellow of old Rome’; but for Brutus, Portia 
and Cassius, Plutarch yielded ample matter, (‘ven to Portia’s 
inconsistency and the contrast between the characters of Brutus 
and Cassius — ‘It is also reported that Brutus couKl evil away 
with the tyranny, and that Cassius liated the tyrant’. The close- 
ness of Julius Caesar to its source is the strongest argument against 
the theory that the play represents the work of hall a dozen poets 
at diircrent times. ^ 

For Antony and Cleopatra Shakespeare be gins his borrowing 
from Plutarch’s Life of Antony^ at a point where the Life tells 
how ‘the last and cxtrcniest misehiel ol all (to wit the love of 
Cleopatra) lighted on him’. Here, though the borrowing is 
extensive, even to the versification ol North’s [irose in such 
speeches as laiobarbus’ desciipiion of ( l(*f)j)aira's barge, it is 
the romantic transmutation of what is boi rowed, which repays 
study. Plutarch wrote, ‘I'or they made an oialer between iliein, 
which they calh'd Amimt tohian (as much to say, no life com- 
parable and matchable with it), one feasting each other by turns, 
and in cost exceeding all measure and reason’, 'lliis idea of 
luxury Shakespeare has transformed to 

The Nobleness of life 
Is to do thus: when sue li a iriumal |)air, 

And su( h a twain can do’l, m v\ln( li I bind 
On pain of puiiislnnent, ilic world to weet 
We stand up Peeile^s.’*^ 

* Disintegrators of the canon who havr ur^rd that Julius Caesar was rrvisrd by 
Ben Jonson have aiinhuted fins i’ ( oiiMsinn \ til l^»rn.l to Jfiiison’s rli like f>f jitihiical 
ladies; North, however, thouijhi it worth the capnon, ‘ I ht ueukness nf I'criia not- 
ivtilis landing her JonueT courage'. 

* 'I'he capiu Is ar: Iruin tiic l oliu; the emphasis on Peerhss may reveal an echo ol 
Anwnetobion* 
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ShakrsprarCj however, seems to have fell the need for some such 
contrast as is provided tljroui^hout the play by Enobarbus’s dry 
comments u[)on Clleo[)atra and for some other foil to Antony 
than his rival Octavius, and for this purpose he practically in- 
vented the character of Enobarbus, who in Plutarch is little 
more than a name. 

In the same way and for a somewhat similar dramatic purpose 
the character of Menenius in Coriolnnus is worked up from very 
slight material in Plutarch. In this play, though verbal borrow- 
ing is perhaps at its greatest, Shakespeare treats history with 
much more freedom. The details of the political struggle did 
not interest him, although the political opinions of his hero form 
a great part of* the character as presented in the play. I'hc great 
scene between mother and son which is the climax of the tragedy 
comes straight from Plutarch, and there are many references in 
the Life to ('oriolanus* love for Vr)lumnia. Plutarch’s descrip- 
tion of his character is that of a choUric man, but at the end of it 
he notes that the Romans in those days set great store by ‘valiant- 
ness, which tlu'y call vi}tus\ to which Nr>rth’s marginal note is 
"What this word viRi us sionifi(th\ (’oriolanus is Shakespeare's 
last study of that heroic* ‘virtue’ which the Renaissance loved. 

(iii) 7 he Italian Novel 

The Italian novel and the great mass of romance material 
available in poems and collections of tales must have made a 
dilfereiit appeal to Shakespeare. Ihac was stuff with which to 
make patterns, to be alte red and mixed at will and as he liked, 
full of stock ideas of girls di>guised as boys or pastoral simplicity. 
VoT the comc'dies be fore iGoo all these romances gave him what 
he needed for the centre of his design, a pair of lovers in some 
interesting or curious adventure; to this he could add whatever 
his comic invention might create in the persons of Dogberry, 
l ouchstone or Ecste, Sir Andrew or Malvolio, and could enrich 
the whole with music and song. Kven the romance itself might, 
as in Mach Ado about jVothinii, f«wm the tapestrv' before which a 
pair of lovers whom he had himself invented could play’ their 
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wrangling comedy. As lie wr«>te, nmnes and incidents easily 
passed in his mind from one old tale to anorher, and his memory 
offered him all sorts of combinations. I'lie road to Xan.idu 
could not be more phantom-throngeil than the voyage to Illyria. 

Some of the stories from Italy chosen by Shakespeare for his 
plots may have been already dramatised. Arthur brooke in the 
preface to his narrative poem, Romtus and wrote that he 

had seen ‘the same argument latelv set loorih on stage’. It is, 
however, unnecessary to assume such an ‘okl play’ as Shake- 
speare’s main source, and the relation belwteii Romeo anil Juliet 
and Brooke’s poem is siinicienily close to make it clear that 
Shakespeare mad(‘ use of this poem ratluT ih.in the* |irose version 
of the talc in Painter’s Palace nj Phasure, 'The chief alh-ration 
which he makes in the story is his drti‘'tic shorttmine o( the lime 
of the action. In the poem, after the si iiet maiii.vgc of Romeo 
and Juliet, 

The summer of their hlisse doth last a mv)nth or twainr, 

and considcrabh' time elapses afte r '1\ bait’s death and Romeo’s 
banishment before the match with (lounty Ikiris brings the 
tragedy to its crisis. Shakesfiearc brings Ronu'o straight from 
the marriage at Friar Laun rice’s c(‘Il to the fatal street br.iwl 
where Mcrcutio and 'iybalt arc slain, and it i^ only a d.iy or 
two after his departure into exile that the news ol Juliet’s death 
brings him riding hastily back to X'erona. "I he* r.ipidity of ae tion 
which Shakespeare achieved by this rimcentration of tin* whole 
story into a few days is part <if the sei ret of the jilay’s dramatic 
cnectivcncss. In the same .vay, with the characterisation, the 
lively variety given to the eaih pait oi the play by the figuies of 
Mercutio and the Nurse is .Shakespeare's own iiuc-nlion. He 
found in Brooke a meie hint of the Nurse’s comic garrulity, and 
the character and wit of Mercutio aie all his own. 

Another romance which came to Fngkind from Italy was that 
mediaeval graft cm to the Homeric legend, the love-story of 
Troilus and (Ires^ida, but by the time that Shakespeare wiote 
his play on this theme the whole tone of the stoiy had strangely 
altered. The cliaractcr of ( YeN'.ida had much degenerated iroin 
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that which Chaucer’s sympathetic handling had introduced to 
English readers. The inclusion in the collected editions of 
Chaucer’s works of Henryson’s The Testament of Cresseid as the 
concluding book of Chaucer’s Troilus and Criseyde had made men 
familiar with the picture of Cressida ‘with fleschly lust so 
maculait’ and ‘so giglothke’.^ She had become a symbol of 
wantonness and fickleness. Pandarus too had fallen from the 
gallant and sympathetic friend of Troilus, whom Chaucer 
portrays, and his name had already added a word to the English 
language. The Creek heroes had also suffered much denigration. 
Mediaeval romance w<is always on the side of Troy, and both 
Caxton, whose book Shakespeare certainly used, and Lydgate 
portray Achilles as cruel and unscrupulous, killing both Hector 
and Troilus by unknighlly treachery. Lydgate even blames 
Homer for setting such high store by Achilles : 

Wherfor, Omcr, preysc him now no more. 

Let not his pris thi n.il bokc difface, 

But in al haste his renoun out arace. 

Against this prevailing view Chapman’s translation of seven 
books of the Iliad could have prevailed but little at the time 
when Shakespeare was writing his Troilus and Cressida, and those 
who like Swinburne criticise Shakespeare for ‘brutalising’ the 
character of the great Achilles, whom they know from Homer, 
are forgetting the material on which Shakespeare had to work. 

Troilus and Cressida is also an interesting e.xample of Sliake- 
spearc’s weaving together strands of plot taken from different 
sources into one continuous story. In this way it is like King 
Lear, Macbeth, and Cynihtline. He allows himself complete free- 
dom in rearranging episodes which he found in his authorities. 
The pivot of the war-story is the dtiel between Hector and Ajax, 
and this he took from Chapman, but Achilles’ love for Polyxena 
and his traitorous coirespondence with the enemy arc incidents 
related by Caxton at a much later stage of the siege. Shakespeare 
uses them to make more rational the inaction of Achilles. And as 

^ Tliprc exists a fravjnirnlary *plot’ of a play on this story in which the words 
‘Fnicr C'rc.ssKla, with sujv^t'st that the fate of leprosy ^iiich Hciiryson 

assigns to CrcsMda was part of the action of tins lost play. 
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always, a reading of his sources gives occasional gliin|>scs of 
Shakespeare at work. It has been suggested that in Ulysses’ 
complaint that ‘the specialty of rule hath been neglected’, 
a theme which appealed greatly to Shakespeare, there is an 
echo of a speech of Homer’s Ulysses, which Uhaptnan translates : 

Nor must Greckes be so iriegular 
To live as every man may take the scepter from the king: 

The rule of many is absurd, one Lord must Icade the liiig 
Of far resounding government. 

In Chapman he certainly found the character of the railing 
Thersites, but there is no clear origin for the stujiiility of Aj.ix. 
It has been attributed to a simile in Homer describing his 
stubbornness in battle as like a ‘dull mill ass’, which the 
children cannot drive away from the comlield : 

And still die self-providing asse doth with their weakenes beare. 
Not stirring till his wonibe be lull, atid sr.iKclie iheti will sieie. 

So the huge sonne of Icllamoti amotigst the I'mij.iiis f.ude. 

But there is another hint in Ch.apman which may have been 
more fruitful. After the dud between Aja.\ and Hector the 
Greeks hold a feast : 

An Oxe that fed on fyve f.iyrc springs, they lleede and (piartred him, 
And then (in pecccs cut) oti spits they losted l•v<•ly liinb; 

Which neatly cookt they diew it olf: wc.ike done, tliey Icll to letist; 
All had inough; but 'rdamon the king led jr.ist the test 
With good large pceces ol the chyne. 

Thersites in his first scene with Ajax calls him a mongiel betj- 
witled lord.^ 

Two comedies. As Ton I .ike It and 'Hit Winter's lair, arc* 
straightforward diamatisauotis of Lnglish novels, and both 
Lodge’s Rosalynde and Greene’s Randmto offered opportunities 
to exploit the pastoral theme. Lodge gave to bis novel the sub- 
title of Euphues' Golden Legacy, and the talk of Shakespeare’s 
courtiers and lovers in Arden has something of the flavour of 
Lyly’s dialogue. The sub-title of Greene’s Pandosto is The Triumph 
of Time, which in itself is suggestive of what some critics find to 

* Compare tSir Andrew Apurtheek's excuse wlim lie has hrrn ‘pul driwri’ by 
Maria. ‘1 am a great cairr ol bed, aiid 1 bebeve ibal duco liarin lu uiy witi*. 
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be Shakespeare’s purpose in the later romances, to present 
dramatically the theme of a reconcilement through the media- 
tion of the younger generation, and it is in keeping with such a 
purpose that Shakespeare softens somewhat the harsher ending 
of Greene’s story. Hut again it is not so much what Shakespeare 
takes from hi.s source xis what he adds that gives the plays their 
particular charm. The forest of Arden would not be the same 
without Jaques, nf»r the liohemian sheep-shearing without 
Autolycus. 

It is, however, .significant that, if we except Hamlet, which 
may have come to Shakespeare already dramatised, Othello only 
of the great tragedies of hi.s maturity was based upon a romance. 
Here the main framework and the chief joints in the story are 
the same in the play as in Giuthio’s novel. Shakespeare’s change 
of the method of killing Desdemona is due primarily to his 
fundamentally dilferent conception of the Moor's character.^ 
In the talc the cn.sign (lago) steals the handkerchief from Des- 
demona, while she is caressing his three-year-old child, but there 
is nothing about the magic of the handkerchief, a brilliant 
invention of Shakespeare wliich enables him to show Othello 
dominating Desdemona, :us during their courtship, by his talcs of 
wonder. 'I’hc tragic irony of this intimate glimpse into the past 
was not within the power of the tale-teller, but the real core of 
the story, the conllict between the Moor’s love for Desdemona 
and the inner villainy of the outwardly pleasing ensign, is in the 
nosel, and the Moor’s distress under the emsign’s persistent 
probing is expressed in a number of vivid images. Some of the 
material is rcarianged, and there are adilitions, as for instance 
Roderigo, introduced as one means ol interpreting the character 
of lago. For it is by charaeteiisation chielly, of which there is 
but little in the novel, that Shakesiicare transforms the story. 
Here he seems to be putting into his source what in Julius Caisar 
he was drawing out ol' I’lularch. I'he creation of Hamlet had 
intervened between ilicsc two plays. 

* 111 the novel the Moor aiul the ensign arc mainly concerned to hide all traces 
of their guilt, which ihe\ do by pulling down purl of the C'-ihng uptii Desdeu ‘-na, 
aftci Lum) has killed her, in order to suggest accidental death. 
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SHAKESPEARE’S READING 

No English translation of Cinthio’s talc of the Moor of Venice 
is known to have existed in Shakespeare’s time, but since he 
quotes Italian in Late's Labour s Lost, he may have used the 
original Italian novel, and several parallels between the play 
and the novel confirm this conjeiture. When tlie ensign has 
imparted to the Moor his ingenious plot for tiie murder of 
Desdemona, Canthio writes, ‘Pi.icque al Nh)io il criidel con- 
siglio*, and although Shakespeare has alleretl all the details of 
this part of the story, there is in Othello's ‘Good, good, the 
justice of it pleases’, evidence that Shakesj^cMre still had the 
novel clearly in his mind. Shakespeare’s knowledge, however, 
of languages and his general le.irning have been very much 
debated. The search for par.illel passages in other authors, 
especially the classics, may have Ix'gun on that funous occasion 
when the worthy John Hales of Eton retorted to Hen Jonson, 
that if ‘Mr Shakespeare had not le.id the Ancients, he had like- 
wise not stolen anything Horn them', and nnd(*rtook to produce 
on any ‘topic finely tnMted’ by any of tlic ckissical authors 
‘something upon the same subject at le.ist as well written by 
Shakespeare’. Later in reactifm «igainst an attiibntion to Shake- 
speare of a very wide reading in the c l.i^n’cs Kich.ird Farmer 
wrote his famous L\say on the Ltarnino nf Shakespuire, in which lie 
asserted that Shakesy^eaie’s "studies weie most demonstiatively 
confined to nature and hi> own langu.igc ’, and that ‘the source 
of a talc hath been oftcni in vain sought abroad, which might 
easily have been found at Iv me’ Ihm Jonson, a good schtdar, 
probably wrote in s('lf-comp«iri-on when he allowed to Shake- 
speare 'small Latin, md less (ireek’, and Farmer’s own im- 
mense learning probably caused him to exaggerate his denial of 
learning to Shakespeare. Hut his insistence on the nec(‘ssity for 
critics of Shakes|ieare to acquire ‘an intimate accpiaintance with 
the writers of the time, who are ficfiuently of no other value’, 
indicated a fruitful line of study, and much of modern research 
is foreshadowed in his verdict on editors’ mi'^takes: ‘I'he cant of 
the age, a provincial e.q)ression, an obsc ure proverb, an obsolete 
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custom, a hint at a person or fact no longer remembered, hath 
continually defeated the best of our guesses*. 

The study of books which Shakespeare appears to have used 
certainly reveals him as a snapper-up of unconsidcred trifles. 
The AntIiropo[)hagi, with stories of whom Othello charmed 
Desdernona, are to be found in Philemon Holland’s translation 
of Pliny’s Natural History (1601), the devils with whom Edgar 
communes during his feigned madness in Kin^ Lear are enumer- 
ated in a tract against witchcraft, Samuel Harsnett’s A Declaration 
of e^rrfiious Papiu Impostors (1603), and many other examples of 
such hollowing of topics and even phrases can be collected. 
One passage in The 1 empest^ where Shakespeare is making use 
of Florio's translation of Montaigne, has raised the question how 
far Montaigne either directly or through Florio influenced 
Shak(‘spcare. Hamlet is the play which suggests most clearly 
the [)liil()sophy of Montaigne, and Florio’s translation was not 
pul)lish(‘d until 1603, hut Shakespeare must have known Florio 
through the common patronage of Southampton and therefore 
may have seen some of his work before publication. Possibly, 
however, such apparent reflection of Montaigne’s thought as 
may he found in Sluikespearc may be due to the spirit of the 
age afl'ec iing both of them rather than to the influence of one 
upon the other. 

THE DISINTEGRATION OF THE CANON 

Two plays, AWs Well that Ends Well and Measure for Measure^ 
based upon Italian romances and written during the tragic 
period, while they contain much which only the mature Shake- 
speare could have written, are uneven and seem to many critics 
to contain alien matter. (Collaboration has therefore been sug- 
gested, with Chapman or with one George Wilkins, an obscure 
novelist and poetaster, whose hand has also been traced in 
Pericles. Timon of Athens seems to have been left unfinished by 
Shakespeare, but its finishers have been variously identified. 
Certain shows in the plays written after Shakespeare had retired 
to Stratford have on grounds of style been ascribed to other 
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pens, as for instance parts of Cymbeline^ especially the vision, and 
the masque in The Tempest. In the middle of the eighteenth 
century a critic pointed out unusual vcrsilicaiion in Henry 17 //, 
and much of this is now ascribed to Fletcher. For collaboration 
between Shakespeare and Fletcher e\ idencc has also been found 
in The Two Noble kinsmen^ in which there is the same mixture of 
styles and which in the Stationers’ Register of was entered 
under their names, and there is a still later entry under their 
names in 1653 of a play now lost, Caulenio, probably the Cardenno 
performed by the King’s Men in ibi3. 

On the assumption that Shakespeare started as an adapter of 
old plays and finished by collaborating with other poets, and 
that rcvisiiin and collaboration were established praciiccs in the 
Eli/abclhan theatre, scholars have sought over the whole body 
of his work for traces of revision and of other hands. Investiga- 
tion has been made both by bibliogr.iphieal research and by an 
attempt to be equally srientifit in the disc i miination of styles. 
The result of these investigations has been Ctilled the I)isintc‘gra- 
tion of Shakespeare. 

J. M. Robertson, who carried furthest di^i^legration by inc'ans 
of the judgment of styles, claimed as his aim ‘ihe scientific sc»lu- 
tion of the assignment of ali<*n rnatf^-i to .dien h.inds’. In suc;h 
an examination all incongruitic's of language nr rhythm, and all 
inequalities of dramatic teclmicpie must be sc ruiinisc-d, and all 
parallels to the work of other authors eollei tc*d. Robe rtson’s 
conclusions can be surnnu'd up in his own dc-seription of .4 Mid- 
summer Niiihfs Dream as Shal;e>pc‘arc:\s ‘first, and indc-c-cl only 
complete work’. The biblin graphical disintegnitors proceed by 
the study of all the clues which the original texts pren'ide, such 
as dincrenccs of spc-lling, curious punctuation, passagc‘s of verse 
printed as prose, the wrong lineation of verse, inconsistent 
speech-headings, the prc-scncc of ‘mutes’ in stage-directions or 
of actors’ names in spc-cch-headings, and all those irre gularities 
which the edited texts c:onceal. Professor Dover VVikson, in 
examining on these lines the texts of the fourte en comedies, has 
only left four to Shakespeare’s sole work. In all the rest he finds 
fragments cither of pre-Shakespearian work or of the work of col- 
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laborators, and in almost all he argues for abndfrment or drastic 
revision. In /I Miflsummer Xight's Dream, the only play Icl't by 
Mr Robertson to Sh.ikesf)care, Professor Wilson, though allow- 
ing Shakespeare’s authorship, finds at least three strata of com- 
position and revision. 

The bibliographical investigation, as it is more objective, 
should be more reliable than the discrimination of styles, but it 
can be questioned whether our limited knowledge of the habits 
of I'ili/abcthan authors with their manuscripts and of Eliza- 
bethan compositors with their copy justifies some of the theories 
based upon the irregularities of the printed text. Shakespeare 
himself was probably not consistent in his ‘foul papers’, and 
something of this inconsistency would remain in his fair copy, 
and eccentricities of spelling and punctuation would generally 
be obscured by the conventional practice of scribes and com- 
positors. The ignorance and incompetence of many of the com- 
positors are only too apparent. 

I low dilhcult it is to be scientific in the discrimination of styles 
and how easy to ‘lo.se distinction’ is proved by the ditergence 
of opinions on the authorship of Iltmy 17. ‘From mere in- 
feriority’, wrote Dr Johnson, ‘nothing can be inferred; in the 
productions of wit there will be inctjuality. Sometimes judg- 
ment will err, and sometimes the matter itself will defeat the 
artist.’ J. L. Lowes has shown what strange fragments of a 
poet’s reading may emerge from his subconscious memory, and 
an overwttrked actor-dramatist might often fall btick on common 
form. Further, metrical tests arc not reliable when applied either 
to small sections or to admittedly early work in which a poet 
may be under .some dominating inlluencc of the moment or 
experimenting tow.irds an individual style. Many years after 
Marlowe’s death Jonson preserved the memory of his ‘mighty 
line’ and its full influence on the young Shakespeare must be 
accepted, while in his mature work account must be taken of 
weariness, lack of interest, haste in composition, or dramatic 
intention in varying the texture of his verse. 

The extent to which disintegration has been carried has pro- 
duced a natural reaction. The proof of the honesty of Hcmingc 
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and Condcll in tlie matter of tlu* ‘stolnc and surreptitious* 
quartos has certainly given greater autliority to the I'olio as the 
canon, but reaction has jJcrhap^ gone too far. I he study of 
Shakespeare’s manner of handling his known souu'e^ removes 
all doubt of the originality of his genius eiiiicr in creating clnv 
racters or in shaping stories to fulfil his diamatic |niri)osc, but 
orthodox criticism has never bi-cn afraiil of admitting the pre- 
sence of alien matter in several |)la\s in the Toho. Hen Jonson 
retorted upon his Poel-Ape that ‘hall-eyes’ would know 

. . . ti llt'fi (■ 

From locks of wooll, or sIiretK fiom the uliole pecie, 

and the real answer t(* the disintegr.itors lies in ilemonstrating 
that undeniable impression of unitv and of a ch.iracierisiic sl\le 
which distinguishes most of the plays in the Shakespeare c.inon 
from those of his eonlemjioraries. 




SHAKESPEARE’S TEXT 


BY 

A. W. POLLARD 


Tiir followincT editions of pKivs and poems by Sliakespeare were 
j)iiblishcd piior to llic colhttcd echlion of Ins pla)s in llie Tolio 
of I (>23. llic text of tdilioiib marked * i> iioliibly abiidged and 
corrupt. 

Venus and Adf)nis. 1! I uld, rnt(*ird on St.itionrrs’ 
Register: Apiil i8th l)(dHan(l lo the L.nl ol Souili.irnjxon Rr- 
pnmed: <ds), (i(>o.> »), “1O02’’ 

(three laici k jiiiuo so d.iKd to a\(>id < ( nsor dii|) , \hiy, lf)»o. 

Luciccc. R. 1 ihl Lnt(i(d. \I i\ i)<dKaiul lo the 
Rail of S(niiliami)lon. R(j)iinl<d 1 H)f)o (2 eds ), ii)uy^ i(»ib. 

1 he most laiiienlahh Roin.uiie !i dir ol 1 iius iXndionic us. 
(Aiiun.) J. J)wt(7j wld by I l\ mle (if /. Millington, laiieied. 
1 lI)i u iry bill. R( printed iboo, 

*i5(jp 1 he first paitof 1 lu Contention betwixt the two f.irnous 
houses of ^ orke and Raiuasn r. ^ \iion ) I , Cntdt Jot 1 Mill ir^ton 
Lnlcred Maich i-»th. Rrpiinud i()oo, and ae.nn in ifiic) wilfi 
'' Ihe True Irn^idit' as ‘11 Whole (Jontention belwcene the two 
famous houses, Lancaslci aj.d ^^ike’. A ineinorial abiidionent of 
a text of II Iltnry VI not ^ueail> dilh rini; liorri that ol the J oho. 

Ihe tiue tiaredie ol Ridiaid Duke of \oikc. (Anon.) 
P, S[lu)Ti]f()r T, Mi'lin^ton Repnnnd. iboo and aeun in if)i(j with 
‘ Ihe first p.ut\ as Pie WhoU Lontnition, A meniori.d abridiuiirnt ol 
a text of III Ihnry 1 1 not gi rally dillering from that of the JvjIio. 

*I5C)7. An excellent rjiKeitcd iiagcdic of Rornr o and Juliet. 
(Anon ) J Danlcr, 

1597. ihe tiagcdie of King Richard the Second. (Anon.) V. 
Simnusfor.^ Lnlcrcd August i^ih. Repnnn d 1 yjll (2 eds.), 

ibo8 with additions to the Pailiaiucnt scene (two issues;, 1G15. 
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1597. The tragedy of King Richard the Third. (Anon.) V. Sims 
for A, Wise. Entered: October 19th. Reprinted: 1598, 1602, 1605, 

1G12, i( 522. 

1598. 'rhe history of Henric the Fourth: with the battcll at 
Shrewsbiirie. (Anon.) P. S[hort] for A. Wise. Entered: February 
25th. Reprinted: (Newly corrected by VV. Shake-speare) 1599, 1G04, 
1G08, 1G13, lf)22, 

1598. A pleasant conceited comedic called Loucs labors lost. 
Newly coi reeled and augmented by \V. Shakespere. W. W[/iite]for 
C\ Purhy, (Piobably preceded by an unauthorised version similar to 
the R. and J. of i^j 97.) Not entered till 1G07. 

1599. 'I’hc most excellent and lamentable tragcdic of Romeo and 
Juliet. Newly corrected, augmented and amended. (Anon.) T. 
Creede for C. Ihirby. Reprinted in 1G09 and witliout date (two issues, 
one with Shakespeare’s name). 

I f)00. 'rhe second part of Henrie the Fourth. V. S[ims^for A. Wise 
and W. A^pley. Entered: August 2^rd. 'I'wo issues. 

I Goo. A NIidsommer Nights Dieamc. For T. Fisher. Entered: 
October 8lh. R(‘[)rinlcd with same date in 1G19. 

i()00. 'rhe most excellent historic of th(‘ Merchant of Venice. 
J. R\ol)ert^] for T. ILyes. Entered: July 22n(l, 1398 and October 28th, 
iGoo. R(‘printed with same date in 1G19. 

iGoo. Much adoe about Nothing. V. S\ims\ for A. Wise and II’. 
Asfdry. ‘Staled’ August .ph (iGoo). Enteied: August 23rd. 

*iGoo. 'I’he cfonicle history of Henry the Fill. T. Creede for T. 
Millin^lton and J. Rushy. ‘Staled’ August 4th (1600). Entered: 
August 14th. Reprinted in 1G02 and (with the false date iGu8) in 
iGi 9. 

*iGo2. a most pleasaiint and excellent eoneeiled comedic, of Syi 
lohn FalsialTe, and the Merric VV'ives of Wind-or. T. C[reed] for A. 
Johnson. Entered and assigned January i8ih. Ref)riiited 1619. 

'I'hc tr4igieall histone of Hamlet, Prance of Derimarke. 
[F. S mis] for y. (ind J. IrundAl, 

1G04. 'I’he tragie.ill historic of Hamlet, Prince of Dcnmarke. 
Newly imprinted and enlarg'd. J. R\i)h€rls\for N. Entered 

to Roberts July jG'h, 1G02. Part of the edition dated iGuj. Reprinted 
xGi I and without date. 

1G08. Mr. Wilh.irn Shiik-speare: his true cronicle historic of the 
life and death of King Lear and his three d.iughters. for A. Fut!cr 
end are to he sold at the sii^ne of the Fide Bull. Entered to N. butter and 
J. busby November 2bih, ibo7. Reprinted with same date in 1G19. 
1G09. The late and much admired play, called Pericies, Prince of 
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Tvrc. By William Shakc'sprare. Far II. Co^wn, i 6 nq. Two issues. 
Entered to E Blount May joih, iBoB. Rr|)iinicd ibii .uul 

1609. 1 he Histone of lro\lus and Crehscida. As it was at ted by 
the Kint^s Maiesties seiiianis at the (ilohe. Written h\ Willi.iin Shake- 
speare. ImprinUd by G. I Id Jor R. R iruiin and II !i’:/uv. Reissued with 
litlc-pai^e cut aw'av and repl iced by a h ilf sheet (tw'o le.iyes) w'ith 
new' title ( F/ie Fannns IIi\t)rir of fnnius and (Jrtwr.d, etc.) and an 
address l^e^iiinini' faer n.dl leadei, xou haiie h(‘eie a new play, neuei 
still’d wiili llic Si.it;e Entered to J Rob(Mts IVhriiaiy Jtli, iIh)J; lo 
R. Bonion and 11 . Walh'ss Janii.ii\ jBih, itux). 

i6()() Sh.ikc-spe.ires Sonnets Never Ik (ore iinpr inted. G. Fid for 
r 7\hQrf>i \ to hi s)ldt l\ J. (Another issue with only ' to bt 

solde by J Itn^bt' ) 

l()i9 (Reprints hy W f imrml 'f 1\\\ km ) ‘d he Whole Con- 
tention Ixnweene the two 1 mi »ns house's (< n / (tr / )Ilow( d, 

with continuous ‘sit^natines*, hy I\rnl*\, I'nmr 0/ J )fr. Pnnttd for 
r. I\ i()i9 and S(‘\(‘i other reprints (w.th dianut siifii.itui es), all 
bear ine^ <i dev it e with rrioite) ‘ I It b I )d n I le b I )tliiir ow'iied in i t)i() 
by William JaL^i^irtl, but seinie with tlieni 01 1'^mal imprint <ind dale, 
kne)wn to luive Ixen bound le><’-eMhei v it mu Iv.iri.iiend .1 } oil shire 
I ra^idiC^ print, dj ir I P ibio MrrfyWiis Pnntt d f a .\rthur fihnson^ 
I he Mirdifint of Jn/zo, Pm * I In / /w hnt^^ itioo; .1 Midsummer 
riityits dn iime. PrirJtdl) / R dhrts^ ximss , I\ n 1 1 ear Pnnfidfor \athatnel 
huittr I bod, Ihnr) T. Print, d fir I P. i()e>d, S.r f dai Oldiastle. 
Wr ltd by William Sh ike >pe.ire L m I m, print, ,1 for /. /*. i(joe). 

Owini; lo the veilnmes coniainini^ the* v pi i\s h.ivini' betni bieiken 
uf} whenever the'y e ame* lej be se>Id the date*, e.nl ( r ih.in wric 

«i(eepte*d .is (f)rreti, ariel the i*|)rint ej| 1 he Alinhant of Wnuewws 
i^ene lally re ode il as the* i irst 1 eiitiein 

injj 1 he r I'a*' I n ^>1 C Ik Il‘», thr \I )ore (d Verne e. N.()\U\\for 
7 . \\ alLLy Liiieicd. UcioOci tali, rbji. 

There is no evidence mat Sh ike^peare ever read tin* proeifs of 
an\ edition of his pl.iys or pe>eins except the fir si of rinui and 
Admis and Liicrtce, the peiseinal dedK.iiioiis of wbit h to his 
patron the Earl of Se)utham|^ion eniitle us to believ'e that he 
look an active part in their j>ublKation. It is prob.ible tliat his 
annovance at the apoeir.ime of ineoinpleie and marr^I(‘d ver- 
sions of LoiP s Luhours Lost bon)ee lured to have been printed 
in or about 1597;, Rnm 0 and fulift (i )97) and Ilamht (ibod) 
caused his 'fellow-actors to supply for publication the authentic 
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texts preserved in the quartos of Love's Labour's Lost (1598), of 
Romeo and Juliet (1599), and of Hamlet (1604). But until he him- 
self and his learned friend Ben Jonson conferred on them prestige 
the unclassical plays presented in the public theatres were 
scarcely reckoned as literature. Many of them were patched 
together by three or four authors of little standing or reputation, 
who demanded payment for them in instalments during the few 
weeks in which they were being written.^ Even as late as 1616 
it was considered a presumption on the part of Jonson to issue 
a volume of plays as his Works. Shakespeare was then dead, 
and it is idle to speculate whether, if he had lived a few years 
longer, emulation of Jonson might have given us a First Folio 
which he had personally revised. 

In the ‘Address to the Reader’ in the Folio of 1623 there is an 
often quoted allusion to the stolen and surreptitious copies with 
which readers had previously been abused. It is important to 
remember that the most challenging of these surreptitious edi- 
tions, the Hamlet of 1603, disappeared absolutely from view until 
a copy was discovered in 1823 by Sir H. E. Bunbury at Barton, 
bound with other quartos. Thus when the serious study of 
Shakespeare’s text began in the eighteenth century the allusion 
of the Folio editions to stolen and surreptitious copies had to be 
explained without it. The unhappy explanation accepted was 
that all the early quarto editions were being denouncecl in these 
terms, notwithstanding the recognition by Malone that the texts 
of several of the first editions in ejuarto were demonstrably better 
than those printed in 1C23. In his Shakespeare Folios and Qitartos, 
published by Messrs Metliucn in 1909, the present writer argued 
that the passage as to the badness of previous editions, when 
literally interpreted, did not involve a condemnation of more 
than some (‘diverse’) of the previous editions, and that its claim 


* Wc read much of these impecunious playwriijhts in the accounts kept fron* 
February 1592 to i()n3 by Philip lleiislowc, a Sussex man, who settled in South- 
wark tx-foic 1577 in the cmplovincnt of an estate manager (whose widow he 
m:irii('<.l) and acquired much house property and land, lie took part in building 
the Kose theatre in Southwark in 1387, and had an interest also in the Fortune in 
Crij^Iilegate. lie acted as a middleman between the players and playwrights, and 
cotcicd iu his * diary* notes of his dealings with both. 




Prince of DenmoKke. 

tMar. IsirnotlikethcKing? 

Hor, Asthouarttothyfclfe, 

Such was the very armor he had on, 

V^hen he the ambitious Norway combated. 
Sofrowndheonce.wbeninanangryparlc Q p {} 
He fmot the fleade d pollax on the yce, VoMcJig 

Tis (Irange. 

CHar. Thus twice before, and iump at this dead hower. 
With Marlhall ftalke he palTcd through our watch. 

H»r. la whatpaiticuuatoworke,lknownot, 

But in the thought and (cope of my opinion. 

This bodes (bme ftrai^e eruption to the (late. 

cUfar. Good, now (it downe, and tell me he that knowcs 
Why this fame (Irikr and mod obfcruant watch, 

So nightly toylcs the (itbie A of the land. 

And why fuch dayly codofbrazcn Cannon 
And forraine martc, for implements of warre. 

Why fuch impreflTe of (hip- writes, whole (ore taske 
Does not diuide the (unday from the wccke: 

What might be toward that this (weaty march 
Doth make the night ioynt labourer with the day, 

Whois’t that can infbrme me? 


Her. Mary that can I, at lead the whilper goes b. 
Our lace King, who as you know was by Forten* 
BralTe of Nerwt^t 

Thereto prickc on by a mod emulous CMiCe, dared to 
The combate, in which our valiant Ham/ety 
For fo this (ideofourknowneworldedeemedhiit). 
Did flay this FortenbralTe, 

Who by a (nle compaft well rati(icd,by law 
And heraldrie, did forfeit with his life all thole 


His lands which he doode (cazed ofby the conqueror, 
Againd the which a moity competent. 

Was gaged by oor King: 

Now (ir, yong FortenbralTc, 

Ofinapproura mettle hoc and full. 


Hamlet i, i, From the hurrcplitious quarto of 1603. 



Prince ef Denmarl;e. 

Uord. Stay, fpcake, fpeake, I charge thee fpeake. Sxk Chfi, 
Mjt. Tis gone and wdl not anfovere. ^ 

Bjt. HownowAbraiw,youtrerablean(lIookepale 

Is not this fomthing morethen phantafie i 
What thinke you>ont C 
Haro. Before my God I might not this belieue. 

Without the fencible and true atmuch 
Of mine o wne eies. 

Mar. Is It not like the King f 
Hva. As thou art to thy felfe. 

Such was the very Armor he had on. 

When he the ambitious "Korw^ combated, 

Sofrovmd he once, when in an angiy parle 
He fmot the Beaded pollax on the ice. 

Tisflra^e. 

Mar. Thus twice before, and tump at this dead honre, 
Withmartiall Bauke hath he gone by our watch. 

Hara. In what perticular thought, to worke I know nor^ 

But in the grofle and fcope of mine opinion. 

This bodes (bme Brange eruption to our Bate. 

Mar. Good now Gt downe, and tell mehe thacknowes« 

Why this fame Brikt and moB obferuant watch 
So nightly toiles the fubieO of die land. 

And with fuch d jy ly coB of brazon Cannon 
And forraine marte, for implements of warre. 

Why fuch imprefle of fhip- writes, whofefore taske 
Does not deuide the Sunday from the weeke, 

W/hat might be toward that this fweaty haB 
Doth make the night loynt labourer with the day, 

WhoiB that can informe meet' 
f/ara. That can I, 

At leafl the whifper goes fo ; our laB King, 

Whofe image eue/i but now appear’d to vs. 

Was as you knowe by Farttnbraffe ofFlarway, 

Thereto prickt on by a moB emulate pnde 
Dar*d to the combat j in which our valiant HanJctl 
(For (b this fide of our knowne woi Id eBeemd him) 

Did fl ay rhis/" orwbrajje, wl lO by a feald compaA 
WcU ratified by law e and heraldy 

Bz Did 

Hamlet i, i, 51-87. From the ‘good’ quarto of 1604 (1605). 
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that good texts had been substituted in the Folio for these 
rc^trictcd the critic ibed texts to the Quarto of Romeo and 

Juliet (with probablv a lost ediiicMi of Loie's Lahnur's Lost of the 
same >car), tlie 1600 (Quarto ol ILruy l\ the iGoj of //le Merry 
of Windsor and tlic 160^ ot Ilamht. 'riu‘ arguiiieiu in lyoy 
was supported by some contentions of doubiful validity, and 
needed supplementing, but it suirued to gain for the phrases 
‘good quarto’ and ‘bad quaitn' a clehnitc place in the biblio- 
graphy of Shakespeare. 

The segK gation ol the ‘bacT quartf's into a class by themsedves 
led to an mtciM\e stuclv ol iIkmu, uhu h has produced im|)ortant 
results. The dis(reclit llir tludr piodiution had jJie\iously bc'eri 
thrown on uns( rupulous bo(»ks( II( rs, supposcnl to h.ise scuit 
shoi thancl urilcrs to the tin atre to take down wh.it they could of 
a play, their notes being alt< ru.irds jiati hnl iher by a hack 
editor, d(*spite the \ ( r v ercMt doulit as to wlu ther shoithand in 
the reign ol ( hieen ldi/al;eth was sullu k ntlv dewr loped to rn.ikc 
piracy of this kind posable* d wo lamous .illusions by dliomas 
HeywooeP to piracies by niean>> of slioi ihand notes, which may 
be good evidence for what was happe ning at thc‘ tunc* ( rfio^ 8) 
of which lie was writing, wen* l.ikc*n as piool ol what was li.ij)- 
pcriing se\eral )eais eaihc*r, anc 5 this view is still widely lic*ld 
in Germany. 

On the other hand as e.irly as r88o in his [irefaec to the far- 
similc* ol the i()o ^ ILni hi l^r 1 uiniv.ill had pointed out that the 
accuraev of the speeches of M inellus .iiid V'oltemar suggested 
the use of ‘some parts bor dit or got Inun actors’, and in rqoo 
in the (Kloid reprint <1 the M*ny [tnoo (f Windutr (rbo'j) 
Dr W. \V. (jieg (tollc.wln^^ 11 . C. Il.irt in the ‘Ardc*n’ edition) 
had singled out as susjncious the e\c ell<*nc e ol the* speeches of 
the llewt f»f the Ciartcr Inn. In in his Tivo hlizahdhan 

' In a prni untlrn jn f )r a revival of liis If you know rutt nit yrm kmw 
, or the Jr i f f Oue'-n I n ^ jl //i aw i n* i' 0)f il.r rpi ii in nf iCif) ‘ ‘some by 
Sirno^raphv drrw 1 lit i Ini* (lut ir prim (S< imi »iMf wtird frew y , and in the 
pit fat r to lii^ / ( III id 1 lirir s rt .is« n it# b» lu vr that as to llu first hr 

was nil takrn, flit ; l.i\ apprinn ' to bt* i it' i r a riif innr’al rcrtHionit Imn l)y at tors 
in It than produced b> si -n u Hui b' ifinh rw » ^r.iphv must bt* adiiinird, 

and It has bec'.i :kcrit;a>l> inaiiitaiucd that ihr qu.irit; hiu^ Lear oi tiiat ycai was 
produced m this way. 
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Sta^e Abridgments^ Dr Greg further arcrued that the printed text 
of Greene’s Orlando could not he ex})lained by any theory 

of successive corruptions by cf»pyists, but must be due to the 
efforts of actors stranded in the provinces to reconstruct from 
memory a makeshift text of a play not in their repertory. In 
1923 also Mr Groniplon Rhodes in his ‘ ten ciileiiary study’ of 
Shakespeare'^ First Polio put forward fp. 83) a similar solution of 
the problem with ccuira^eous i)re( ision: 

The only simj^le ex[)Ianation of the four qiinrtos is that (i) (each) 
w.as a pr(jnipt-book used by the sirolhnc( pl.iycrs, (ii) each was 
prepared by some actor who had jilayed a part in Shakespeare’s 
play in tlie Lord Chainhei Iain’s Clornpany in London, (iii) the 
basis of each version was this accurate p.irl, the r(‘st b(‘in.i^ constructed 
from nieinory, most fully in sr era's where lie had pl.i\ed, (iv) tlie 
traces of shorthand in certain plays is due to the [)ii ate’s dictation to 
a confedc'rate, (v) the abridgment was less deliberate than d('t(‘r- 
niined by his failure of memory, (vi) the versions (exi i'pt pr)ssibly 
dlie iMerry It’ires) were subserpient to the folio V(*rsioris, (vii) the 
stationers were not at all concerned in the piracy, but only in the 
printing. 

At the back of Mr Rhodes’s statement lay his knowledge that 
Sheiidan’s plays had been pirated in some such way in the 
eightcrenth century (a j)arallel which Shraidan’s contemporary 
George Steevens had adduced, but not pressed), and his own 
personal experienc e’s of how plays can be ‘vam])ecr by strolling 
actors. Not all upholders of an explanation of this kind would 
agrc'e that the chief constructor had his own written part with 
him, but some such theory has obtained ( onsider.djle act (‘{)tancc 
in Lngland, though not much as yet among foreign students. 

'I'he substitution of the theory of recDnsiruction from memory 
for that of shorthand notes has enabled Mr I’eter Alexander to 
add to the four ‘bad quartos’ already mentioned those printed 
in 1594 and 1593 under the titles '/lie Contention betwixt the two 
famous houses oj I'vfke and Lanca,steri\i\i\ The 'hue Trajiedieof Richard 
Duke of Vorke. In these he finds, not, as Malone had argued, die 
first drafts, mainly by other hands, of tlie plays printed in the folio 
as '1 he Siiond {'I bird) Part oJ Kiri:i llirny 17 , but imperfect and 
mangled versions of' a text ol' ihc^e plays diffciing originally 
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very from that of the Folio Students who accept the 

mcnioiial ncoiistriu non exjil in iiion of ilie hailiiess of the 
quaitit, Romto and 'jiJut, II nn I, 1 /i Mtfry ll /im oJ Windsor 
and U unlit ti^cneralU amjn it as ajiplMiu; also to these two 
adilitions Ml Alexaiuh r\ i(\i\alon siiiular hue's of aionleii- 
tioii, hr t put loiwaid l)\ S llukson in \oU s and (hitrus in 
that I ht IiJiUi^of .1 Sh r, j^iintid in is a pcixirsioii 

nitlnr than a souiie of Sh ike six ne \ I lu J unui<i of tfu Sluin\ 
and not an e.iiher pi i\ on whuh I Li SLua was liaseil, has not 
won so niiu h suppoit. 

1 \en wliih it had been nio I I ishie»n ible' to de'nounee all the 
f|u.nto te\l^ as ‘sIoIik' and sinie piiiiniis the expeiieiue of 
(diteirs htid extorted .idini ion th it some ol ihese' texts W(i( 
1^00 1 cneiu^h to lM\e l)((n piinteil liom Sh.ike spe m \ manu- 
script or a careful c e p\ of it It niusi lx supposed th.it they 
i(i;ard(d ill the l'^ocxI cpi iito as ‘stolne ' ind .ill the bad ones 
.IS ‘surie pll i0Us\ thou di if stol ic is to be t.il c'U .is linpl^IIlCf 
pliNsic d tlicits of the books ol pli\s from the' tlu.itie it is 
sti.inee that no .itlen [)t w is m ide te) espliin how the'se wc'ic 
c .11 1 K d out c)\(.r i Ion [)( 1 ie» I ol \e iis V slud\ eif the iai trie's 
ol IM i\ in the Stitioiici ’Re i te i ‘ <M\en b\ I (i !h iv in 
1 .iblc l\ ol his ( Itniri / // h n f tin 1 1* in I llr//A of It' Shah- 
sfnau ^ \ h 01 ol tlie iiuuii t iMe e il Ih mie i • FI i\ s b\ Sir K 
( h imlx I I iht li in St , vol iv, Npjx iidix F), supphc's c lue*s 
wliK h iho e i( (jU iinte d n iili the ‘he tin .d histor\ of the pc nod 
c an inie r |)rc t 1 n the \ e u s i , jt> ej the re re no e ntrie > of pl.iys; 
in tlic loi r \( Is I ; )0 oul iue , in i , )| twe ut\ -line c , wutli 

se\cn n ok in the nc xt \e ir , in the l«> ir \e ir ^ () ede ven; in 

i()oo nine te ^ n, with iiiiir more in if)oi , m ib )j and if) 0 ^ six 
1 he jx .ik fi Mire s (or ly)!- i bex), with thr ir resjiec live .ifter- 
in.itlis in tlie ( »lle» viii f \e ir I ill t be ti If e cl m.iinlv to s.iles by 
the onK p » ^e s ors of nuine ro i> pi i\-bf)f)ks, tlie c ernp inies for 
whic h j)l i\s wc le wn ten As to wh) sales were so lii^li in these 

' I ntr\ on R' trr b; thr S» \*i inr r ’ f yrnn'inv w is rrrj nrrfj bv nilrs 

and n 1 1 -i f » n r me c\cl i c ri^lii lu poiil ihc buuk. so cnicrcei. See Note 

at end of t cuap cr. 
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particular years Sir E. K. Chambers has ofTered neater explana- 
tions than those I had myself advanced, viz. that ‘in 1594 the 
companies were reforming themselves after a long and disastrous 
spell of plague, and in particular the Qiieeri's, Pembroke’s and 
Sussex’s men were all ruined, and their books were thrown on 
the market’, while for the second large batch of sales ‘reason 
might be found in the call for ready money involved by the 
building of the Globe in 1599 and the Fortune in 1600’ {Eliz 
Stage, III, 184). It may also be noted that the putting on sale 
of the ‘bad quartos’ already enumerated was almost certainly 
responsible for the appearance not only of the good quartos by 
whii h they were severally replaced, but also for those of Richard II 
anrl Richard III of 1597, Love's Labour's Lost (1598) and The 
Merchant of Venire, A Alidnimmer Kighl's Dream, AInch Ado about 
Afolhing, and / and II Henty IV, which together contributed five 
entries to the peak of iGoo. In their uncertainty as to what 
mangled versions of their stock plays might be put into print 
Shakespeare’s company may well have thought it better to take 
what money was offered for the right to publi.'ih a good text in 
each case than to withhold publication at the risk of being fore- 
stalled by the appearance of mangled and imperfect ones. 

It would thus seem that down to the end of the reign of 
Elizabeth and a little later all the ‘bad quartos’ of plays by 
Shakespeare should be regarded as patched up in the provinces 
from memory by actors who had played in them in town, and 
sold on their return to printers or stationers who a.sked no 
questions ; and all the good quartos as honestly purchased from 
the comp.tny which had acquired them to act in London. What 
was the probable character of the.se good texts? In earlier 
protests against the prevailing pe.ssimism on this point I was 
content to argue from what we know as to the history of plays 
hy other dramatists that there was a ‘high probability’ that soiru 
of them were printed from Shakespeare’s own autograph manu- 
scripts. In the absence, however, of e\’idcncc to the contrary 
there is a strong a priori argument that this is likely to have been 
the case as regards each individual play; for if there was no 
playhouse transcript then Shakespeare’s autograph had no 
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competitor, while if a fair copy had been made in the play- 
house, this would certainly have been rei:jarded as the belter 
manuscript to keep; and thus attain liic autograph becomes the 
probable source ol ilie good quarto. 

Have we any Sliakr'.pcare autograph by which this proba- 
bility can be tested? In iqib Sir Kelward Maundc Thomj^son, 
who for many years belore he became Director of the Hriiish 
Mu'^cum had been Kec'per of its Department of Manuscripts 
and had made himself a great repiiiation as a palaeographer, 
after contributing a chapter on Shakespeare’s aiitogr.iph sig- 
natures to Shakespeare' s Eir^larjl, produced .1 more (‘xhaustive 
monograph entitled ShaKe\peare's Handwriting (Oxford: at the 
Clarendon Press, ipi(i). In this he rrvi\e(l with greater author- 
ity and discrimination a theory broac !ieel mainly on literary 
grounds in 1871 by Ridiard Simpson in a paper entitled ‘Arc 
there any I’.xtant Manuscripts in Shakesj)eare’s handwriting?’ 
contributed to Kates and (herit \ (I'ourth Series, vol. viii), claim- 
ing that certain scenes in a manuscript play on Sir 'l'hom;is 
More in the llarleian colh ction at the British Muscaun were in 
Shakespeare’s autograph. The play had been cdit(*d for the 
Shakespeare Society by Alexancle’- Dy<*e in iB.jj, and, sliortly 
l)(‘fore Thompson b(*gan his stmly, had been repiodiKcd in 
collotype by J. S. rarmer in iqio and edited in i()ii for tlu‘ 
Mal(me Soci< iv by Dr \V. W. Hreg, who carefully distinguished 
all tlic live different haruls found in it, while ( f)ntenling himself 
with a rather wistful refereiuc to Simpson’s attribution to 
Shakespeare of hand D 

Thompson’s argument for Shakespeare’s author Jnp of the 
three pages was fuither (h'veloped in his ronti ibiition to Shake- 
speare s Hand in the Play nJ\Sir Thomas Murr^ (Cambiidge Univer- 
sity Press, 10-?'^), in whicli he justified his ‘general impression’ 
(a recognised process in pal.icograpliy, of whi( h he was specially 
a master) from the use simultaneously both in the signatures 
and the tliree pages of the same alternative forms of a, r, A, k and 
py also of sopne exceptional forms, notably a peculiarly spurred a. 
His contentions were tliallcngcd in Ihe Booke oj 'Sir 'Ihuinas 
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Moore': a bibliotic study (New York, 1927), by Dr Samuel A. 
Tannenbaum, an able advocatus dinboli, who without denying 
the possibility of the identity of the two hands argued that the 
balance of evidence was against it. On the other hand Dr Greg, 
who had also closely checked and criticised Thompson’s argu- 
ments, summed up the position in two articles in The Times 
Literary Suftplement (November 24th and December ist, 1927) 
with the three propositions: 

1. The palaeographical case for the hands of S(hakespcarc) 
and D being the same is stronger than can be made out for their 
being dill'erent. 

2. The hand of S. is more nearly paralleled in D than in any 
other dramatic doi ument known to us. 

3. Setting S. aside, it can be shown that D was not written by 
any dramatist of whose hand we have adequate knowledge. 

If the derision of the authorship of the three pages rested 
exclusively on palaeographic evidence, these propositions would 
not amount to proof, as against the possibility of an unknown 
writer. Hut in Shakespeare' s Hand in the Play of 'Sir Thomas More' 
Professor J. Dover Wilson strengthened the argument by 
showing that the handwriting of the three pages helped to 
explain the misprints in the quartos and Polio, while he also 
worked out a similar argument based on spelling. He had 
grasped the fact that the printers of Shakespeare’s day, on whom 
much unmerited scorn has often been cast, ])layed a great part 
in simplifying and normalising the uncouth spellings of the 
sixteenth century. It seems natural, indeed, that being used to 
the simpler spelling of the university-trained clergy (who provided 
them with so much work in printing sermons and treatises) 
they should substitute this for the more archaic and individual 
spellings which came to them in other manuscripts. Thus where 
these archaic or individual spellings crop up now and again in 
print they must be debited to authors and not to the compositors. 
Wilson’s theory has been tested by application to the few cases 
where an author’s manuscript is avaiiablc for comparison, and is 
now generally accepted. His success in finding in ‘good’ early 
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Shakespeare quartos parallels to all the archaic spellincp in the 
three pages of i/r '1 /wmas More was a new coiuiihiition to the 
proof of Shakespeare's authorship of them, 'lo most stiulents, 
however, the final proof probably lies in the masterly paper by Pro- 
fessor R. W. Chambers on ‘ The Expression of Ideas —particularly 
political ideas — in the “ riirec Pages'* and in Sbakc:si)eare', since 
reinforced by his article ‘Some Secjiiences of riiouglit in Shake- 
speare and in the i.}7 lines of “Sir I'liomas More" ’ in the Modern 
Language Review for July I'nder Dr Chambers’s guidance 

we can find in these lines a combination of three characteristics 
of Shakespeare which should be dec isive: (i) a unicjiiely passion- 
ate conception of the nec essity of respect lor order and dc'grcc, 
which is most fully worked out in the great s])eec h of Ulysses in 
Iruilus and dfessida, i, iii, 75 i;^7; (ii) a sympatlu'lie under- 
standing of the workings of uneduc ated minds, which can find 
liurnour in the strange logic evolved in crowds, as in the Jack 
Ciadescenesin////(7/r> 17 ; (iii) a convic tion tltal the most excited 
crowd can be swayed by oratory cd the! right kind, as in the first 
sc ene ol' Coriolanus, and the I'orum scene in Julius Caesar (iii, ii). 
In fact Shakespeare: h.id a tec hnicpic' of his own lor crowd sc ctnes, 
and a tc*chniquc of his c^wn in dc*vc'loping the argunic*nl for order 
and authority, and this ic:( hnicjue,* in whic h the same: plirascs 
and ideas lend to rev ur, is so peculiar to himse lf* that when, 
between II Henry VI at one* end of the nin(‘tic*N and Julius Caesar 
and 'Iroilus at the olhc:r, it is found in if)qb or a little earlier, in 
three autoL"ra|)h pagc*s tontribulcd to the play of Sir Thomas 
Alure, in a lianclwriting admittedly of the same kind as Shake- 
speare's, and unlike tha of any of his known conlemj)oraries, 
and with slightly aixh.iic si)c:llings, all of wiiich recur s[)oradi- 
cally in good texts cjf his plays, it seems perlantic to refuse to 
ac knowledge that tlie contributor mu.U have been Shakespeare 
himself.^ 


^ And also, as Profp'csnr SpiJij[^<*nn has shown {Rev. of Ern. Stwlie^^ vi, a very 
individual use- ul iniai^fry. 

* It shoiil l be ni^ird ili.ii, in addition to the i ^7 linfs on flin-e parses whirh have 
been sproaliy inscstii^aird, one fnirlirr speech by More, 22 lines (Adtliiion 111) 
beginning it b in heaven that 1 am i1icjl> and thus*, has aLu been daijncd as 
Shakespeare's. 
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What do these three pages in Shakespeare’s autograph tell us 
as to how he wrote his plays? In the first place they may be 
claimed as confirming the witness of his fellow-actors Hemingc 
and Condcll, in their address ‘To the Great Variety of Readers’ 
in the Folio of 1623, in which they wrote: ‘His mind and hand 
went together: And what he thought, he uttered with that casi- 
ncsse, that wee have scarse received from him a blot in his 
papers’. On two of the pages the ink has spread with the course 
of years so that they arc not easy to read, but there are no 
noticeable blots, and the third page is beautifully clear, save for 
two and a half lines and an interlining heavily erased by the 
bookkeeper, who added an interlining of his own. As he wrote 
the other 14/j lines, Shakespeare eighteen times struck out a 
word, or the beginning of a word, immediately after he had 
written it, following on at once with his second thought. Two 
of these corrections (11. 72 and 79) indicate a slight pause, for in 
each case after writing ‘yo’’’ he liegan to repeat the word (with 
‘y’ and ‘yo’) before he added the substantive. Possibly we 
should find further evidence of pauses in the strange gaps in 
some words (‘fo rbid’, 1. 96; ‘o ffye’, I.98; ‘th’ oflendo r’, 1. 123; 
‘count ry’, 1 . 126).^ On the other hand in five lines he was 
thinking quicker than he could write, and we find him setting 
down a word, or part of one, prematurely (1. 35 ‘ar’, 1. 37 ‘but’, 
I. 102 ‘le’ of ‘lent’, 1 . 107 ‘ar’, 1 . 129 ‘why yo“’). In nine other 
places the correction denotes a change of mind, and in another 
two he seems to have been troubled with his minims, beginning 
to write ‘number’ with ‘mu’ (1. 51) and writing ‘in’ instead of 
‘no’ ( 1 . 95). Six other corrections w'cre not (or not necessarily) 
made immediately, being additions or substitutions by inter- 
lineation or in the margin. But, more especially in the first and 
second pages, the general impression is of a quick hand and a 
quicker brain, the five words prematurely written being specially 
noteworthy. It should be obscr\cd also that, while only two 
minim mistakes (one of them — ‘in’ for ‘no’ — perhaps a doubtful 

^ This curious trick, rather than the loose h^ckini? of the quarto (siifirs»csted by 
Professor Dover WiLon) may explain liic ‘vcnc we* for 'vciicwc* ill Loie'^ LaOour*s 
IjosI, V, i, 56. 
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instance) were corrected, there arc six others (four with a stroke 
too few and two with a stroke uh> many) which were allowed to 
pass. These slips also probably denote speed. 

On the other hand in 11 . 1 12 1.] this quick writer and thinker 
by an unassintilated interlineation (Mu in to yo*^ ubcdienc') 
over 1. 1 13, neglect of capitals and punctuation and writing a 
line and a half continuously, so puzzled the bookkeeper that he 
linked the first five words with the previous sentence and struck 
out, not only the interlineation, but the original two and a h.ilf 
lines, filling the gap with four words of his own devising, ‘tell 
me but this’.* The passage suggests that the bookkeeper in 
Sliakcspcarc’s theatre may have done considerably more harm 
to the text of tlie plays than editors have guessed! 

If Valentine Sims or any other reputable Elizabethan printer 
had been given the three pages ol the ‘More’ inaiiusiript to 
print, what would he have been likely to make of them? Ilis 
compositor might have been puzzled by the absence of e final 
in ‘straing’ (strange) 1. 8, ‘ofl'yc’ (ollice) 1. 98, ‘ffraunt ’ (france) 
1. 127, the gaps we have noticed in a few words, the uncertain 
use of niiniius and the \ery scanty punctuation, wliii h is most 
(lefectivc at the ends of lines and least at the breaks in them. 
He would, of course, have had to follow the bookkeejier in 
omitting the two and a hall lines needlessly struck out, and 
printing his silly little insertion. Hut on the whole it may fairly 
be said that while the handwriting is in pl.ues dillic ult enough 
to make a compositor careful, it oliered no insuperable obstai lets 
to correct priming. At 'iic same time if, with the help of the 
proof-corrector, he had set up any thirty lines of the 147 on 
these pages with only a single error, and that often of only a 

^ What :)hak(.bpcarc Ici't (be hides the interlineation) was apparently: 

to knrrlr to be for'^yvcii 

is safer i/arrj, then ever can nuike I ii» 

discifutne if ryoi; ufiy even j// hurly 
cannot fnnceed . at bj ubedumr j ) rrlMrll raptaine 

as inutvnos ar incKirnt, by his name 
can still the rout [ .‘*J who will ohay a traytor[ /| 

The italicised 'ivoriis arc those fur which liie bookkeeper substituted *tcll me 
but this*. 
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single letter, I think he would hardly he considered to have done 
badly. Now this, or possibly a little less than this, is the average 
of error in the play whi( h in 1597, after entry on August 29th 
on the Stationers’ Register^ ‘by appointment from Master 
Warden Man’, was publislied with the title: 

The Tragrdie of King Richard the second. As it hath bcenc 
publikely acted by the tight Honourable the Lorde Chainberlaine 
his Scruants. . .IVinied by Valentine Simmcs for Androw Whe, and 
arc to be sold at his shop in Pauics churcii yard at tlie signe of the 
Angel. 

'rhis, unless we arc to except the Titus Andronicus of 1591., whicli 
is usually thought to have only been ‘touched* by Shakespeare, 
was the first play wholly by him to be printed in a ‘good’ 
quarto. “ It was reprinted twice in ifjQh and subsequently in 
I Gob and 1615. II we follow its history we shall get a fair idea 
both of the standard of goodness attained in a good text and of 
what might happen to it by way first of deterioration and sub- 
sequently of restoration. 

The printing of Richard II in 1597 started badly, since (on 
nine dilfercnl pages and on the front or back of eight different 
sheets) no 1‘ewxT than sc\cntccn misprints were not correitcd 
until part ol'thc total number of copies which formed the edition 
had been printed off. This happened again when Ring Lear was 
being printed, and the dillcrent states in which some of the 
sheets were I'ound led for a time to a belief that they belonged 
to two dilfcrent editions. 

The first (.Quarto of Richard II and the tw^o reprints of the 
following year (159b) suffered also Irom the omission, whether 
by order of the licenser or from fear of trouble, of 1O5 lines (iv, i, 
i54-;^ib, ‘May it jileasc you, lords... by a true king’s lall’) 
usually called the ‘Deposition scene’. The omission w^as in- 
aiiurately supplied, probably from a shorthand report, in the 
quartos of i()ob and 1615, and accurately in the folio of 162;^. 

The first C^uarto and its successors have no division into acts, 
nor arc the scenes marked by headings; they usually, but not 

^ For the iniportaiicc of these entries see Note at the end of tin:» chapter. 

^ hec p. ^167. 
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always, end with the word Exeunt, dcnotinc; a clear stapc. When 
several characier^ leave, but the scene is eoniiiuied, this is often 
indicated by the word Manait (or Manet) with the names of 
those who remain. 

The play of King Richard the Second as printed in this first 
quarto contains 25^1 lines. Tlie editors of llie (okl) Cambridge 
Shakespeare edited by J. Cilover (vol. i), W. (). C lark (vols. ii- 
ix) and W. A. Wriidit (second ed. by \V. A. Wright, 

ifiyi) rejected sixty-nine of its rc.ulinti^s, in adtlilion, of course, 
to mere lypoi^raphical flaws, or on an averai^c one reading in 
every 37*4 lines. I should myself reverse the verdict in a few 
cases, and about a dozen others might fairly be reikoned as 
matters of siielling. A ni.ijorily of the rest are errors in a single 
letter or transpositions. Most of the errors are obxious at sight, 
and all but twenty ^'iiu hiding some of the doubtful ones) were 
corrected anonymously in piinting offucs before the end of the 
seventeenth century. 

Unfortunately while almost every printer ( orrected some of 
the mistakes of his precletessor, esc ry printer added some, mostly 
more, of his own. 

Valentine Sims, who did so well in the first edition, corrected 
fourteen errors in his seuriid ‘'tnd added 123 new ones. 

In his third edition («iIso fainted in he (orrei t(‘d eight of 

the original errors and |)ardy (oriected another, and thiee of 
the newer ones, but added thirty-five. In ific.H in a new edition 
printed by W. W. fWilli.irn White) for Matthew Law, who had 
acquired the cof)\ right in three errors were ( orret ted (two 

oiiginal and one later) and eighteen more introduced, the text 
also being enlarged by an irnpeifec I re[)ort of the lines omitted 
in the previous ediiicjiis. In i bi^ While c orrec led one of his own 
mistakes, and introduced thirty-eight others. Finally the Folio 
of 1623 corrected i.jf, errors and added just 100.* The fact that 

' C'oMipnre wuli lliis «ri.a ni thr Irxiu.il hiMnry rtf a pl.>v for which thr Folio 
printer uvil a late (pj.'ii'o l'rof«‘sf)r I)r>vrr Wil^ori’n caUulaiitin that in printing 
fr(;’n thr only cpi.'irto nl /y)'g'f hiOimr's Ijo\t ihr l olifi prirufr cfirr-cird 117 rrrfirs, 
rr])roclii(.ril and add'-d 137. In ihr Miiidar case of Atuch Adn about Xothwq 
Professor WiImii fruxu aii.oug 141 FuLu vaiiauts iioiii the suiglc (Quarto only 
accepts seventeen ! 
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the Folio prints about three times as many errors in Richard II 
as the First Quarto nerds to be emphasised in condemnation of 
the fairly numerous handsome editions of Shakespeare in which 
the Folio text is followed throughout; but it should not lead to 
pessimism as to the text of plays in which the Folio is based on 
a manuscript copy. Valentine Sims, who introduced 123 new 
errors in the Second Quarto (correcting fourteen old ones) was 
the same printer, and may have been employing the same com- 
positor, who had set up the F'irst Quarto the year before, with 
sixty-nine. It is quicker to print from print because the com- 
positor, instead of spelling out his copy, can take in a whole line 
at a glance, and in the two minutes occupied by setting up the 
seven or eight words in a decasyllabic line one or more of those 
he cairies in his head may insensibly be altered before he puts 
them into tyi)e. In setting up from manuscript the compositor 
would take fewer words at a time, and, as there is no reason to 
suppose that Jaggard’s standiird was lower than that of Sims, 
we may hope that in the previously unprinted plays for which 
the Folio is the sole authority, the average accuracy was as high 
as in the First Quarto of Richard II, i.e. one error, often insigni- 
ficant, in a little over thirty lines. 

Readings first found in any quarto after the first' cannot be 
attributed to the intervention of the author, but must be re- 
garded as good or bad emendations, or misprints. The recur- 
rence in the Folio of a reading found for the first time in one of 
the late quartos throws on an editor the task of deciding whether 
it is a good emendation confirmed by the prompt-copy, or a 
bad emendation, or a printer’s error, left uncorrected in the 
(usually late) quarto used as copy when the ImiHo was being 
primed. In the seeond or third case the repi-lition in the Folio 
of an error or peeuliarity of spelling or any similar detail becomes 
evidence as to the quarto edition used as copy for the play in 
which it occurs. In this way it has been shown that the 
Ileycs Quarto was used as copy for the Folio text of Love's 

' Th'Tr is a possibility, whrrr only a frw copies of a first rHitinn arr extant, that 
a second edition may pit-^oryc a coircciioii made in some copies ol \he editio pnneeps, 
of which none now survives. 




"the HiSicrie ef Ktng Lear. 


Our deer eft wife to ^rmv«/y, fpeake; 

R«g. Sir I am made of the felfe fame mettall chat my lifter is. 
And prize me at her worth in my true heart, 

I findlhe names my very deedoflouc, onely (he came ihocc. 
That I profefle my fellc an enemde to all odier ioyes« 

Which chemoft precious fquare offence pollel&s. 

And find t am alone felicicate.myour deere highnes loue. 

Card. Then poore Cord. Sc yet not foylince 1 am (tire 
My loues more richer thenmy tongue. 

Loot. To thee and diine hereditarie euer 
Remaine this ample third of our faire kingdome* 

No lefle in fpace, validity, and pleafure. 

Then that confirm’d on go>w$Uthut now our ioy. 

Although the laft,not Icaft in our deere loue. 

What can you fay to win a third, more opulent 
Then your fiftcrs. 

Cord. Nothing my Lord. (againe. 

Loot, How, noclungcan come of nothing, fpeake ^ 

Cord. Vnhappiethat I am, I cannot heaue my neart into my 
mouth,! loue your Maieftie according to my bond,nor more nor 


lefle. ^ , 

Lear. Goe to.goe co,mend your Ipeech a little, 

Leaft it may mar your fortunes, 

(^ordm Good my Lord, 

You hauebegot me, bred me,Ioued me, 

I recume chofe duties backe as are right fit. 

Obey you, loue you,andnK>fthonotur you. 

Why haue my fiftcrs hufbandsifthey lay they loue you all, 
Happely when I (hall wed, that Lord whole hand ^ 

Muft take ray plight, (hall cary halfc my loue with him, 
Halfcmy carcandduty, furcl (haUneucr 
Mary like myfifters, to loue my father all, 

Lear. But goes diis with thy heart ? 

(^ord. I good ray Lord. 

Lear. .So yongand fo vntender. 

Cord. So yonc my Lord and true. 

Leer. Well let it be fo, thy troth thenbe thy dowet> 


For by the facred radience of the Susne, 


The 


King Lear^ i, i, 69-1 1 1. From the Quarto of 1608. 



Our dcercll wife of CcrnwMtl 9 

I am made of chat fclfe-mctclc as my Sifter^ 

And prize me at her worth. In my true heart, 

1 (inde (lie names my very deede ofloue : 

0 ncly (he comer too fliorc, that I profefle 
My fclfean enemy to all other ioyes. 

Which the moft precious fquare of fenfeprofencs. 

And finde 1 am alone felicitate 
In your dcerc Highncfle loue. 

Then poore Ccrde/iii, 

And yet not fo. flnce I am fure my Ioue*s 
More ponderous ihen my tongue. 

ZiC^cr. To thec.and chine heredicarie euer, 

Rcmaine this ample third of our faire Kingdome^ 

No IcfTc in fpacc^ validities anu pieafure 
Then that confetr'd on Caifsri//. Now our loy^ 
Although our laft and leafl ; to whofeyong loue. 

The Vines of France, and Milke of Biirgundie, 

Striue to he incereft. What can you fay, to draw 
A thirds more opilent then your Sifters? Ipeake, 

C 0 f\ Nothing my Lord. 

Nothing? 

Car. Nothing. 

Lemr. Nothing will come of nothing, fpeake againc. 
Cor» Vnhappie that 1 am^I cannot hcaue 
My heart into my mouth:! loue your Maiefty 
According to my bond,no more nor IclTc. 

Lear. How,how your fpcec ah little^ 

Leaf! you may marre your Fortunes. 

Car. Oood my Loed, 

Vou hauc begot me,brcd me,lou!d me. 

1 rctume chofe duties backe as are right fit. 

Obey you,Louc y ou,and moft Honour you. 

W^hy hauc my Sifters Husbands,!! they fay 
They loue you all ? Happily whenl Oiall wed, 

That Lord,whofe hand muft cake my plighc,fhall catty 
Halfc my loue with him, halfe my Carc,and Dutic, 
gyre I ftiall neucr marry like my Sifters. 

Lear. But goes thy heart with this ? 

Car. { my good Lord. 

Lear. So young, and fo vmender ? 

Car. So young my Lord jand true. 

Lear. Let it be fo,chy truth then be thy dowre: 

For by the facred radienceof the ^unne. 


From the Folio of 1623. 
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Labours Lost, the 1600 (ihe only quarto) for .\fuch Ado about 
Nothing, the 1608 Quarto with shrris H aiul K in an uncorrcctcd 
state for hing Lear, the 1609 Quarto for Romeo and Juliet, the 
1611 Quarto for Titus Andromeu^, the 1819 Ja^i^.ircl Quarto with 
false imprint and date (iGoo) for A Alidsummi r Ntght^s Dream, In 
most, possibly all, of these cases the eo];)y of the cjuario used for 
this purpose must be supposed to have been taken to the theatre, 
and there corrected with the aid of whatever was h(‘inij[ used as 
a prompt-copy (for A Alidsummer Night' s Dream j^ossibly a marked 
copy of the Quarto of 1600), and then i^iven to the printer. lie, 
poor man, had to he content with wiiat was thus t^iven him, 
without asking for further help from lire theatre, and is fairly 
frequently found tinkering out ol his own head and tinkeiing 
WTongly.^ 

Where no quarto was available for reprinting, if two manu- 
scripts were kept at the theatre the |)rinier would naturally be 
given the one consid<Ted the worse, whiih might be, as in 
Henry V, Coriolanus and Antony and (Ai'^fnilra, Shak(‘speare’s 
original manuscript, in prefereme to a lair ( opy imule for the 
use of the prompters and marked wmh his notes. If only one 
copy existed, possibly because Shakesp(‘aie’s autogi*a[)h had 
been clear enough to use as a prompt-copy, this would be 
specially transcribed for the printer, as mav h.ivc been the case 
with As You Like It, Julius (Ausar and Twtljth j\ight. If there 
W'cre no prompt-copy in existence it has been suggested inde- 
pendently by Professor Dover Wilson and Mr ( ’iom[)t()n Rhodes, 
that the text of a play may have becwi recoir tnn led from the 
‘parts’ given to individual pla\ers, with the aid of the* ‘l)lot’, or 
schedule of the successive scenes and of the actors in each of 

^ A well-known example is in I t\\ \\ lii, 1 1 : 

jyjii Q: I not born a \ k firond Srot. 

1O13 d: I w.is riot b<»rn to tliou proud ol. 

Folio I was not born to yit Id, ibou baughiy Scot. 

So again, Richard III, t, i, 63: 

*507 Q.’ T ***** trrnprrs him to this rxtrrmilv. 

Later Ihal l« inpls birn to tins fxirrrintv. 

Folio: That tcnipis him ir> this harsh extremity. 

I have already ujed these examples elsewhere, but there arc others I 

19 BIf 
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them, hunf^ up in the theatre for each actor to know when to go 
on the static. Sue h an orit^in would account for the absence of 
stage directions and the massing of the names of all the actors 
pr(*^enl in a seene at the head of it, found in The Two Gentlemen 
of Verona^ The Merry \\\ies of Windsor :ind The Winter's Tale, But 
this theory has been hotly contested. 

As the first rollec ted edition of Shakespeare’s plays the Folio 
of iG' 23 ac(|iiir((l no small piestige, and it is perhaps not sur- 
prising that in the three rejirints of 1G32, 1663-1 and 1683 the 
same (umbrous fcjrm was retained. Lach reprint can be proved 
to ha\e been printed from its immediate predecessor, and to 
ha\e (onec ted some obvious errors in it, while adding new ones 
of its own. Little work has been done on them, for the excellent 
reason that any results obtained must be concerned only with 
the hi^tory of the text and can hardly contribute to its further 
impro\ement. In his edition of Romeo and Juliet in 1839 Tycho 
Mommsen suggested that an unknown coi rector of the Second 
Folio attempted to impnne the rhvthm; in 1902 Mr C. Alphonso 
Smith maintained that it was w'ith syntax that the editor was 
coiKcrned. Idie only serious examination of this Folio known to 
me was coniribiited by Professor Alkirdvce Nicoll to the Studies 
in the First Folio, l)y members of the Shakespeare Association 
(i()2t) in a section entitled ‘The Kclitors of Shakespeare from 
Fiist Polio to Malone’. In this he clisciedits the existence of any 
geneial principle in the changes made, but (i) attributes to the 
printer's rcxidcr the moderiiis.ition of spelling and also the cor- 
lection of the colloquial usages of 'who' and ‘whom’ and of the 
dropping of the final t in the second person singular of verbs after 
d and /, and of the use of singular verbs with plural substantixes, 
both in the text and the F\it and Manet, for Fxnint and Mancnt 
of some stage direc tions. In six plavs, I Hiniy VI (22 improve- 
ments), Ronito and Julut (17), 11 limy VI (i i), III limy VI (8), 
Iitus Andtonicus (7), The WmUr s Tal (7), he finds traces fii'' of 
the student c^f metre who had attracted the attention of Tycho 
Mommsen. Another haphazard re\i er (iii) interested himself 
in the stage directions of most of the comedies (but no/ Of Much 
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Ado about Nothingy The Merchant of Venice^ A Midsummer XtghCs 
Dream or Twtlflh Aight), and also (iv) with five trai^edics {Titus 
AndronicuSy Troilus and Cresudtiy Romeo and Juliet y Hamlet, and 
Avtonyand Cleopatra) in which he sedulously scl rii;ht the forms 
of Greek and Latin proper names. Probably the authors of im- 
provements (ii) and fiv) were amateurs wla) plac etl the notes 
they had made for ihcir own amusement at the disposal of the 
printer. The total of the improvements made is i onsiderablc. 

The Tliird Polio is notable for havini; add(‘d as an aflerihoin^ht 
to the thirty-six pl.iys of its predecessors that of Peiiiles, which 
had been printed in quarto in iGoq, and as a sec 01 id afienhouL;ht 
^'dislinguishcd by the sheets of this addition having yet another 
set of ‘signatures’) six other phiys, two of which, Ihe Loridun 
Pfodigall (iGofi") and A Yuikshue Iragedy (ifioH), had borne 
‘Written by William (or W ) ShakespcMre' on lh(‘ir titles while 
he was still at work in London, and thrc'c* others, Lonine 
d homas Lord Cromivell (i()0'.>aiid and dhe Pufitarir (itioy), 

more innocently, the initieds W. S. 'Phe sixth, Sif John Oldiastle 
(ifioo), had no assertion of ihi^' kind, and tlie names of its real 
authors ‘Mr .Monday, Mr Drayton, and .Mr Wilson and Hath- 
way’ happen to be inscribed in Ilenslowe's Diary as receivers 
of £10 in payment for the First l^irt and in earnest of the 
Second. In their texts both this 'Phircl Folio and its sue c essor in 
1G85, the I'ourth, are rci)orted as ftillowing the cours(‘ ofc orrect- 
ing some old misprints and making new ones, with inoderni.saticjn 
of the spelling. 

So far the text had br<*n in the hands of printers, with possibly 
some help from readers of Shakespeare among their Iriends. In 
1709 after the clumsy Fourth Folio (a taller volume than its 
predecessors by nearly an inch, and somewhat wider) had held 
the market for twenty-four years, appeared the first modern 
edition, printed in six \olume.s, crown octavo, with an engraved 
frontispiece to every play, showing a scene apparently as the 
artist thought it miglit be represented on the contemporary 
stage, and gdited by Nicholas Rowe, liimselfa successful drama- 
tist. If wc may judge from ilic very useful lists of readings 



282 


Shakespeare’s text 


accepted by modern editor*; appended by Professor Dover Wilson 
to liis facsiniil(‘s of sini^le plajs fioin the First Folio (Faber and 
Faber), quantitatively Rowe had no rival except the team of 
improvers of iC'p, with Theobald as a not too bad third. For 
Macbeth he heads the list with sixteen emendations, iiuludinc; a 
change of a sinde letter in i, vii, 47, which gives us Macbeth’s 

I dare do all that may become a man, 

Who dares do more, is none, 

where (he Folio reads unhappily ‘W^io dares no more’! So 
again in ii, i, f/) 8 Macbetli’s iin[)rccation stands in the Folio 

1 Iiou sowre and fiimc-sct Karth 
Hc.ire not my steps, whidi they rn.iy walke, for feare 
T Iiy very stones prate of my wlieie-abouts, 

and it was Rowe who turned ‘which they may walkc’ to ‘which 
way they walke’, leaving it, however, to Ciapell to transmute 
‘sowre’ into ‘sine’. Rowe also in iv, iii, 235 h ts Malcolm com- 
ment on MaeduiV’s oiitl^urst ‘Ihis tune goes manly', where the 
Folio Ibr ‘tune’ reads ‘time’. Whether he was right in i, iii, 
97-8 in reading 

• • . as thick as hail 
Came post with post 

for the Folio’s 

. . .as thick as Tale 
C.in post witli post, 

modern timidity may feel less than certain. The most famous 
emendation in all Shakespeaic’s text, 'Ihcobald's ‘and a’ babld 
of green fudds’, for ‘and a table of greene fields’, continued to 
excite doubts until scholarship was assured of Shakespeare’s 
frequent collociuial use of a for /re, of the approximate identity 
of ‘babld’ with ‘table’ in Fnglish hand of Shakespeare’s day 
and the frequency with which, like other poets, he dropped the 
e in the ed of a past panic iple. 

Pope in his Sliakesfu'ure (1725) paid special attention to 
rhythm and punctuation and might be ranked high among 
Shakespeare’s editors had he not relegated passages, he (disliked 
to the margin, and even omitted some oifending lines altogether. 
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Capril by his special study of the early quartos became the last 
of the piolific improvers. Alter him it is rare to liiul any of the 
other notable cii^htccnth-ecniury editors, Johnson, Steevens or 
Malone, contributing more than a single accej)ied emendation 
in a play. In the nineteenth lentury nc'w emendations did not 
altogether cease (some medtllers protlueed sheaves of them), but 
as succeeding editors seduiously omitted them (rom their texts 
their only result was to increase the tediousness of footnotes. 
Misprints arc occasionally made by a compositor who has 
struggh'd with an ill-wriiten woid letter by letter, and tliesc 
may be solved by a knowledge of Shake spi'ai c’s vocabuhiry and 
ch(‘(kcd by a knowledge of his handwiiiing; thus mispiints of 
this kind arc still fiorn time to time being correited. Hut when 
an impatient bo()kk(‘ej)er stnu k out two and a Indf lines of 
Shakespeare’s text and insert«-d a hall-line of his own, or when 
a word was omitted in the coi reeled i opy bio\:ghl from the 
theatre' to the printer ol'thc Tt^lio and llu' f)iint('r had to supply 
it out of his head, no knowledge of Shak(‘sp(‘ai(!’s handwriting 
will avail to recover what Shakc'speare wi(»tc', and it is jxohaps 
well to prefer the old error to choosing between rival modern 
conjectures. Vet otlu'r bad readings may well have originated 
in slips of Shakespeare’s own making, and these also may be 
beyond correction. Vlius a perb'ct t(*\t of his ])lays is unat- 
tainable, yet it may well be doubted whether the texts now 
circulating would not have seemed to Shakespeare mirac les of 
correctness; and there is little cvich'iK e th.il their .shorlcannings 
in any way ol)strii(t enjoyment and ap[)reciation of his genius. 

The great edition of the nineteenth (entury was the (^mbrid^e 
Shakespeare of -6, built up (among the books wlii( h (kipell 
collected and bequeathed to 'I nnity (lollege, Cambridge) by 
editors of marvellous patience and great learning. 'I'heir patience 
was perhaps too great, for their notes are burdened by too 
copious a record of second-rate conjectures which they might 
well have ignored. Hut their services to scholarship were very 
great, and through the simultaneous issue of the ‘Globe’ edition 
(1864) projluced the nearest approach to a standard ‘Shake- 
speare’ there has ever been. Their own achievement, however, 
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prompted a new start, which took form in the really useful 
spadework which undcilay the eccentricities of the New Shak- 
sperc Society, in the facsimiles of Shakespeaie cjuartos super- 
intended by r\ J. Furnivall and the valuable prefaces contributed 
to several of th<‘in by P. A. Daniel. In the present century these 
have been followed by the Oxford Facsimile of the First Folio 
by coll()iyi)c and Messrs Methuen’s of all four Folios by photo- 
zinc o^^raphy, and (|uite recently by the delightfully handy fac- 
similes of ten sej)arate Folio texts by Messrs Faber and Faber. 
Scholars to-d*iy, wherever these helps are available, arc as well 
off as (llaik and Wright were amid the Capcll books at Trinity 
Clolh’ge. Willi a knowledge of Shakespeare’s handwriting and 
spelling added to the student’s equipment new work can still be 
done, moie than three centuries after the issue of the First Folio, 
and how interesting that work can be is seen in The New 
Shakespeare edited by Professor J. Dover Wilson. This is easily 
the most exc iting ever piinted, and one which has benefited not 
only by modern helps to emendation but iierhaps even more, 
on the conservative side, by the completion of the Oxford ling- 
lish Dictionary^ which often unties knots without the surgery of 
conjecture. 


NOTE 

The Stationers’ Company of London had been formed out of two 
cailier coinpaiiies in i.fhp and from early in the sixteenth century 
printers are known to have belonged to it. On May 4lh, 15 )7, it was 
incorporated by a royal charter, wnth privileges w'hieh gave the 
goveininent almost complete control over the book trade. Only 
members of the C^impany w'crc allowed to print, and every book 
licensed h.id to be entered on the Company’s register. The procedure 
for licensing was cumbrous until if) 556 , when an order of the Star 
Chamber phicecl it in the hands of the Archbishop of Canterbury, 
W'ho on June 3<^th, issued a list of his authorised deputies. All 

regulations for licciiNing tended to weaken in quiet times, and it is 
proliablc that the master and wardens sometimes exceeded dieir 
powers of acting as licensers for unimportant books, but in 1590 there 
was another return to stringency with an order that ‘Noe English 
historyes be printed cxccptc tliey bee allowed by some of her Maiesties 
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privic Coiinsrll; (&) that noc playcs be printed i*.\ccpte they be 
allowed by suchc as have aucihoiiiie’. In ibo; ihc aiiihoriiy for 
licensing plays was vested in the Master of the Revels, ex ul/ino, the 
Master in that year being Edmund l ilncy, an old man in bad health, 
who was soon after succeeded by his nephew and ilepuiy Sir Cieorge 
Buc. In May 1622 Buc in turn was succeedeil, owing to ill health, by 
Sir John Ashley or Asilcy, whose deputy, Sir 1 leni \ i lei berl, held the 
oflice till 1642, and again after the Restoration. It was the lieenser’s 
duty to sec that no play was acted whuh was politically d.ingerous, 
or olfensivc to the home govrunment or to the ambass.uiors oi 
friendly Courts; also from i()o(> to eliminate piolane o.itlis or the 
irreverent use of the name of God. Hem e tlu* iie(|uent subsiiiution 
of ‘Heaven’ in the Folio of ib2;{ where earlier texis jirint ‘(iod*. 

By their formation into a Company with a monopnlv of piinting 
for the whole of England, save fir wliai was produced by the Uni- 
versity Presses at Carubiulge (from 13^ 5) and Oxford (from if)8/j), 
the London Stationers were protected ln)in onisidr* competition, and 
their own regulations obliged them to respect the iiglits of the 
member to whose name a book waN entered in its legistei, the fee for 
entrance being at hrst .p/., aftei wards f)//., hir ear h book. No pro- 
vision was m*ide for safeguarding the rigiils of anyrine not a lueinber 
of the Coriipany. I'hc nobleimin, as wliose servants a (ornpany of 
players held their liglit to act in public, woulel be then natural 
protector in such matters; but we do not Ikmi («i tinM* p.itrons being 
called on fur help. When, Itowevei, in ifiiu Willi.iin Jagg.iid printed, 
among other books to wliie h he gave l.dse d.ites (see p. -’<>.)), an 
edition of The Mctduwt oj Venice wludi h.id been entered in iboo to 
'J'homas Heyes, while I homas'.s son Laurern e siu ( esd’ully est.ibhsJicd 
his lights in the book by appeal to the .Stationers’ Comp.iny, the 
players (it has been plausibly corig etured) procured from the Lord 
Chtambei lain, the Ii^.iil of P<*mbroke .ind .Mtmigomer y, a letter to the 
M.ister and W^ardens (to v'hn h his biolhei and siie( i-ssrrr referred in 
a similar letter of his own iii Jum* 10^7; bidding tln-in take order for 
the stay of further impressions of any of the plays or interludes of His 
Majesty’s Servants without ilieir comsent; and thi.^ intervention seems 
to have had considerable eflect. 

The protection offered to its members by the f’ompany of 
Stationers sometimes took strange firms. Hr (ireg ( 77 /r Library^ 4th 
ser. VI, 47-53) has made it prob.ible ih it in i Abel Jefles, having 
printed at some date before AugUNt (jf that year a ‘bad’ rpnirto (no 
longer extant) of The SfKini\he I ra^edie, by registering it, on Octoircr 
Gih, some t'cic after publication, was ;ible to induce the btationeis’ 
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Company to confiscate a ‘roocI’ text printed by Edward White, 
presumably with ihc leave of the players wlio owned it, so that White 
could only use his rights in his text by engaging JcH’cs to print it for 
him to publish. On lliis precedent, if 7 fie hirst Part of the Contention 
be accepted as a ‘ bad * quarto of II Henry VI^ the registration of it by 
T. Millington on March i2lh, 1504, wJiiih seems to have carried 
with it j)roteetion for its continuation, The True Tragcdie of Richard 
Duke of T[orh\ [rublished the lollowing year, would have stood in the 
way of Shakes|jeare*s company replacing it by a belter text; ancl the 
registration cjf the bad Henry V by T. Pavier on August 4th (1600), 
and of The Merry H ues oj Windsor by J. Busby with transfer on the 
same day to Arthur Johnson, had a like eflect. On the other hand 
Danter’s tiniidily in not registering the ‘bad* Romeo and Juliet of 1597 
enabled the players to rejrlace it by the edition of 150^1, and the entry 

Hamlet by James R<jberts in 1G02 kept the road clear for the issue 
of the good (juarto of i()04, though it did not prevent the issue of the 
‘bad’ one of i()03. No reason is known ^^hy, instead orcalbngon the 
Stationers* C.'ornpany to confiscate the 1603 edition, Roberts took his 
own Iretler text to the publisher of it ! Studenis of iIk'sc matters must 
be piepaied to live and learn, for they are not ejuite cleared up yet. 

NOTE ON THE FACSIMILES 

The reproduction facing p. 274 is from Hailey MS. in the 

British Museum, being taken from the block made lor Shuki f-uite's 
Hand in the Play tf\Sir Thomas More* ((J.uiibridge University Piess, 
i(V 23 ). Note the immediate deletions in 11. i jO, i j(), proving it an 
aut()gra|ih, the absence of punctuation at the ends of lines (save 
after 137), the rn for un in i4o,and the space between tlie fifth and 
sixth letters in ‘count ly’ (1. 12b). 

The facsimiles between pp. 26G-7 and 278-9 are from British 
Museum copies of the Hamlet cpiartos of 1603 and iboj and Lear 
(i()o8). In the ifnv^ quarto note the excellence of the text when 
Alarcellus is speaking and the mislining and omissions in the sub- 
sequent speech by llviratio, Ihc 1605 quarto gives a good text, 
probably from Shakespeare’s manuscript, though, ifso, the compositor 
may have marred it by glances at that of 1803. In the Lear quarto 
note the misbnings and omissions which cause it to be suspected as a 
report, prob.ibly by shorthand. Opposite are shown the correspond- 
ing lines from the recto and verso of sig. qq 2 of the Folio of 1623. 
Note that the half-line ‘to lour my father all’ is omitted from the 
Folio, and that ‘specc ah little’ shows the accidents wlnclir could occur 
in passing a page through the press. 
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I. FROM DRYDFN TO COLFRIDGE 


BY 

T. S. FLIOT 


I DO not prnpo'^c in lliis hiirf li to offer a conipmcHum of 
all that ha.s Inm wiitlcn about Shake .piMir in tluec* lani’uaitcs 
in the pciiod I ha\c to eover. For that tlie ii adei may turn to 
Mr Augustus Ralli’s History of Sli(if.fsln\:rit:n ('.riluim (Oxllnd: a 
voluiiK^). "I he pui])osc ofa «<»miil)uiion on ‘Sliake-peaie (Iriti- 
ci-iin’ to such a v(<himo as this, a: it seems to me, should he to 
provide a plan, or ])a(tern, for the readint; of the piim ipal texts 
of Shak<-speare erilisism. Such a va^t anK)nnt there is, such a 
sum of Shake<^peaie (iiti( ism im readni; eveiy d.iy at (ompound 
interest, that tlie student of Shake peare may well wonder 
whether he should eonsume his lime over Shakespeare eritieism 
at all. The first step, tla refore, in offeiinff a .s( In inc of Shake- 
speare criticism is to tpse a reason why the student of Shtikc- 
spearc should read what has been wiittcm about him. Ihc 
second step is to make points of emph.isis to show why he should 
read certain things fiist, and other thintjs second; rather than 
occupy himself industiiou .ly teadini' cveryihinj,' that has been 
written about Shakespeare with eciual attention and in perfect 
chronoloffiral order. 

Why then, to be"in with, should we read all that has been 
written about Shakc'peaie, in three hundred years, merely 
because we want to understand Shakespeare? Should we not 
rather just soak ourselves in the poetry and drama of Shake- 
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spcarc, and produce our own opinions, unaided and unencum- 
bered by antiquity, about Shakespeare? But when a poet is a 
great poet as Shakespeare is, we cannot judge of his greatness 
unaided; we need both the opinions of otlicr poets, and the 
diverse views of ciitics who were not poets, in order to help us 
to understand. Iwcry view of Shakespeare is an imperfect, 
because a partial, view. In order to understand these views, 
we need something more than a good memory. In order to 
make a pattern of Shakespeare criticism, we need to have some 
conception of the function of criticism. It is quite impossible to 
make anything of the history of Shakespeare criticism, unless 
we can come to some understanding of criticism in general. We 
have first to grasp what criticism is, and second to grasp the 
relation between literary and philosophical criticism on the one 
hand, and literary and textual criticism on the other. With the 
history of textual criticism, with our increasing knowledge of 
Shakespeare, of his times, of his texts, of his theatre, I am not to be 
concerned; but I am concerned with (among other things) the 
general formulation of the relation between our literary criticism 
and our scholarly knowledge. In the history of the criticism of 
Shakespeare which is primarily or strictly literary and dramatic 
there is a certain ‘progress’, but only such progress as is possible 
as a result of the impriwed texts, the increa'-cd knowledge about 
the conditions of the Kli/abethan stage, about the life of Shake- 
speare himself, and about the times in which he lived. Other- 
wise, it would be imprudent to say that we arc approximating 
towaids a final goal of understanding, after which there will 
be nothing new to be said; or retrospectively, to assume that 
A. C>. Bradley’s criticism of Shakcs])carc is ‘better’ than that 
of Drjclen. Shakespeare criticism will always change as the 
wot Id changes. 

This point is really a very simple one, and easy to accept 
when our eye is on the history of criticism in general; but when 
we are confining our attention to the history of the criticism of 
a single great poet like Shakespeare, it is easy to slip into a 
difTcrent assumption. We find it difiicult, of course, to believe 
that the view of Shakespeare to be taken i oo ycar^ hence can 
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be very difTcrent from our own. On the other hand, we are 
inclined to assume that the criticism of Siiakcspcare written 
before the nineteenth century is less illuminutiiig than that 
written since. Neither assumption is quite true. Tlicrc is un- 
deniably an aspect in which early critii ism may be seen as the 
substructure of that of the nineteenth century. We have to admit 
that the fuller understanding of Shakespeare’s greatness came 
slowly, just as it comes slowly, 1 believe, in the life of the 
individual reader, lint Shakespeare criticism cannot be appre- 
ciated without some understanding of the time and t)f the place 
in which it is written, without allowing for its nearness or 
remoteness in place or time from the object, and for its inevitable 
development in the future. The views t>l Shakespeare taken by 
different men at different times in different places form an 
integral part of the development and change of European 
civilisation during the htst 300 years. Furthermore, in this sttidy 
wc should, I think, take an attitude which is represented by the 
popular word Gcitalt or, as wc might say, ‘p.ittern’. I'hat is, wc 
should not begin by the attempt to decide which Shakespeare 
critics arc most illuminating, and ignore the rest; what we have 
to study is the whole pattern formed by Shakespeare criticism 
from his own lime to ours. In tra< ing this pattern, certainly, 
wc must study some critics more clo.s(ly than others, and we 
may for jiractical purposes select certain critics wht) serve to 
determine the main outline of the pattern; but it should be the 
whole pattern rather than the individual ciilic, in which wc 
interest ourselves. 

For this reason I shall not attempt, in this space, a compen- 
dious history of the subject, i shall simply select certain critics, 
according to the priiuiple I have indicated above, and leave 
the reader to fill in the gaps by his own reading. There are 
obvious points of triangulaiion. First, there is the testimony of 
Shakespeare’s contemporaries, of which, making due allowance 
for personal bias, that of Ben Jonson may be our specimen. 
Second, there is the criticism of the age of Drydi.n, regarding 
which, agajn, wc make due allowance for the singular individual 
genius of Dryden. This is a period in wliich there is still a criti- 
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cism of the acUd play (as Pepys’s Diary attests) ; when — so far as 
the clislinc lion liolcls— llierc is still dramatii' as well as literary 
criticism; it is still a period in which criticism is directly in 
simple relation to the object, in contrast with modern criticism 
which is nccessaiily as much in relation to other criticism as to 
the work of Shakespeare itself. In the time of Pope and his 
contcrnporaiic's we feel at once the greater distance of time 
between the critic and the object, and we begin to feel that 
critic ism has already to take account of criticism as well as of 
the object (liiicised. (This period, by the way, has been some- 
what maligned: there is no period in which Shakespeare has not 
been treated with the greatest respect.) Against this, we must 
oflset the critic *il views ol lhc rrcnc h in the eighteenth century, 
where we find, not so much the conflic t of one dramatic type 
with another, as the conllict of Lnglish drama with a critical 
theory wide h was not comradutid by French practice. 7'hc French 
vic'ws of the eighteenth century— for example those of Voltaire, 
Diderot and La Har[)e — have ag.un to be compared with the 
other French views of the nineteenth century — as those of Taine 
and Victor Hugo. Meanwhile we find Fnglish criticism modi- 
fied, during the later part of the eighteenth century, by tlic 
develojimc'nt of the sentimental attitude. Fnglish criticism of 
the greater part of the nineteenth century is very largely a 
clevelo|)mcnt from the work of Coleridge, Lamb, Ha/litt and 
Dc Qiiincey; amongst these the influence of Coleridge is very 
mui h the most significant; and the cxjilanation of Coleridge is 
partly found in the ChTinan critical thought of the latter part 
of the cighlc'enth century. 

The student of .Shakc'spcarc critic ism will be aware of all these 
views and developments, will endeavour to appicciatc their 
appropriatenc’ss each to its place and time, their relations to 
each other, their limitations of time and cultural sympathy, and 
will consequently iccognise that at different places and times 
criticism has different work to do. The contemporary of the 
poet has both obvious limitations and obvious adv'antagcs; he 
is too near to the object to sec it clearly or in perspective; his 
judgment may be distorted by eiitliusiosm or prejudice; on the 
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Other hand he enjoys the advantac^e of a freshness unspoilt by 
generations of other rnen’b \ic\vs. 'I lie later criiu has boih to try 
to see the object as if for the first time, wiiliout the clirrction of 
the criticism which has intcr\cned; and also, as I have said, 
previous criticism is itself a pait of the object of his criticism. 
Hence the critic’s problem becomes for c\cr) genciaiion more 
complicated; but also, every generation has a better ojiportunity 
for realising how complicated the problem is. At one time, the 
critical task may be the clalioration ot a kind ofer iin ism already 
initiated; at another, its lelulaiion; at anoihcT, the niii*c)duciion 
of a new theory, that is to say tlie exposition ol an aspect Inllierto 
overlooked; or again, it ma\ be to combine and to chsjilay the 
pattern alforded by the dneise \ouc's. And m this Shakc-spcxirc 
pattern cvcr\ tiring kiudatory must find .i place, wlien it is a true 
praise not prc\iouJy sounded; and even \ dung derogatory too, 
c\en when liluntcd by misunderstanding, so long .is it e\ iiu es the 
ternf:)cr of an age or a people, and not mt iel\ a [x isonal whim. 
Of the conterrpor.u^* comment upon Sli.ikesjieate it is that of 
Ben Jonsori which is best rcinernbeiecl .incl most (jiiotecl; and 
with justice, as Jonson not only had the finest (iitu.d inind of 
his day, but as a dramatist and poet is of so dilleient a kind 
from Shakespeare that his opinion has a peculi.ir interest. We 
may incline to think that Shakespeare’s c ontemporaru's under- 
estimated his acc oiiiphdiment, and were blind to his giniius; 
forgetting that greatness is m a sense* tin* result of time. It has 
again and tigain been illustialed that the opinion of (orilem- 
poraneity is irnpc'ificl; and tli.it even whin it show's intelligent 
appreciation and enjo>nient, it is apt surprisim;ly to elevate 
some quite insignificant fieurc above a v(‘r\ great one. 
Our opinions of our own cfiiitempor.iries will piob.ibly seem 
grotesque to the futuie. I bche\e that if I had lived in the 
seventeenth century', it is cjuite likely that I should have 
preferred Beaumont and l ieu her to .Shakespeare; though 
my estimate of their diflcrencc to-day is enough to sati>fy the 
most fanatical Shakespearian. What I wish to do is to remove 
the stigim of being a contemporary, and to deprecate the com- 
placency which attaches to being a member of posterity. 
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And I certainly do not mean to confound all distinctions, or 
to allow easily all opinions to be right. Whenever Dryden 
mentions Shakespeare, ^r^ den’s opinion must be trea ted with 
respect. To understand his view of Shakespeare we must read 
all ofliis critical writing. And in particular, in weighing Dry- 
den’s opinions, we must spend some time over his collocation of 
Shakespeare and I’lctcher, we must try to come to a point of 
understanding at which we see why it was natural and proper 
for him to make this frequent parallel and comparison. That is 
not so muth a matter of wide reading or scholarship, although 
we must make ourselves v’ery familiar with the plays of Fletcher, 
and with the plays, as well as the criticism, of Dryden: it is a 
matter of the e.xercise of the critical imagination. There are 
crilits who are definitely wrong-headed. TJhqmas Rymer was a 
ntan ol t onsiderable learning, and not destitute of taste, when 
he left his taste to look after itself; but a false theory of what the 
drama should be, of what he ought to like, came very near to 
par.ilysing that functioti altogether, and made him the butt of 
liis own and subsequent times. Nevertheless, I believe tftaTthe 
falsity of his diamatic theory, and the absurdity of the con- 
clu.sions he drew fiom it, have had the unfortunate effect — as 
the extremity of false theorising is apt to do — of sometimes con- 
firming people in their own false opinions merely because they 
assured themselves too confidently that whatever Rymer did not 
believe must be right. 

As soon as we_cnter thc eightccnth century wc feel a c hang e 
ill the atmosphere of critic ism ; and in reading the cruiclsm itself 
wc~arc’a\vare that Shakespeare is beginning to be more read 
than seen upon the sta^. Addison calls attention to a point of 
detail (the crowing of the cock in Hamlet) which has probably, 
wc feel, struck him rather in the reading than at a performance; 
the attention of the e iuhtccnt h -ccn t ury c ritic i n England is 
rather on the poetr y than on the drama. The ob servations of 
Pop e ar e ol cxiTu c alid uitcfcst, Tjccausc they are by Pope. If 
other ci^ifecntli-cemufy^rrtics are to be read, it is not so much 
for their individual contributions, but as a reminder that there 
was no period in which Shakespeare fell into neglect. I'here is 
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indeed some development. Shakespeare beejins to be ssTittcn 
about in greater detail and at greater Icnt^th, and ap.irt from 
any more general dibtussion of the drama; he is. in th e eig h- 
teen th centur y, gradually detached from his environment, from 
the other dramatists, and from a time whieh had beiomc jun- 
famillar. And it may be mentioned, though this is outside my 
province, that during the eighteenth century the standard of 
scholarship and editorship was rising. But the major p.irt of 
eighteenth-century crititism down to T ohnsoit. and almost all 
the French crTtrcIsi n of Sh akesp e.ue during this period, stiike 
me as unprofitable reading unless we enl.irge our interests. The 
criticism of Shakespeare at an\ epo( h is a most usel'ul means of 
inducting us into the way in which people of that time enji'sed 
their contcmpor.ary poclrv; and the appiov.d \vhi< h they evpiess 
of Shakespeare induates that he possessed some of the qualities 
that they cultivated in their own veise, and peth.ips other quali- 
ties that they would have liked to find theie. A studs of the 
opinions of V oltaire, La Ilaipe and Diderot about Sh.iki'spearc 
may help to increase our apjiK'c iation of Racine; it is quite 
certain that we can necc'r make he.id or tail of thea* o|)inions 
unless we do enjoy ('onieille and R.u ijm. And I do not mean 
merely a polite ac qu.iiutaiKc with theii pl.ics, or a fluent ability 
to declaim their veise; I mean the immediate delight in their 
poetry. That is an expc'rience uhith may aiiici- l.tle in life, or 
oftener not at all; if it comes— I am spe.ikmg, of couise, of 
Anglo-S.axon expeiieiue only it is .111 illurnm.ition. And it is 
far from corrupting our ph'.isure in Sli.ikesptare, or reducing 
our admiration. Poctr> c’oes not do these things to other poetiy : 
the beauty of cme kind only enhanc es the lustre of .inothc-r. 

To pass from Dryden to Jolmson is to make the- journey fiom 
one oasis to another. After the c ritical css.iys of Dryden , the 
Pre face to Shak espeare by Sam uel Tohnson is the next of the 
gr eat pieces orcritic ism tojracl. r)ne would willingly resign the 
honour of an Abbey burial for the greater honour of words like 
the following, from a man of the greatness of their author: 

The poet, of vs hose works I h.avc undertaken the revision, m.ay now 
begin to assume the dignity of an ancient, and claim the privilege i;f 
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established fame and prescriptive veneration. He has long outlived 
JuL^ntury, the term commonly fixed as the test of literary merit . 
Whatever advaniaj^cs he mi^lit once derive from personal allusions, 
local customs, or temporary opinions, have for many years been lost; 
and every topic of m(*rriment, or motive of sorrow, which the modes 
of artificial! life alibi d<‘d him, now only obscure the scenes which they 
once illuminated. The effects of favour and competition are at an 
end; the tradition of his friendships and his enmities has perished; 
his works support no opinion with ari^umenls, nor supply any faction 
willi invectives; they can neither indulge vanity, nor gratify malig- 
nity; but arc read without any other reason than the desire of 
pleasure, and arc therefore praised only as pleasure is obtained; y^, 
tHus unassisted hy interest or passion, they have passed through 
variations of taste and changes of manners, and, as they devolved 
from one generation to another, have received new honours at every 
transmission. 

What a valedictory and ol)it\iary for any man to receive! My 
point is that if you assume that the (J.issical criticism of England 
was grudging in its praise of Shakespeare, I say that no poet can 
ask more of posterity than to be greatly honouicd by the great; 
and Johnson’s words about Shakespeare arc great homiur. 

Johnson refut^ those erilies — and only Ji'luison could do it- - 
who had thought that Shakespeare violated propriety, here and 
there, with his observation that Shakespeare's ‘scenes arc occu- 
pied only by men, who act and think as the reader thinks that 
he himself should liave spoken or .aeied on the same occasion’. 
But a little further Johnson makes another most remarkable 
(but not sufTu iently remarked) observation, to wliich several 
subsequent editors and publishers, even to our own time, seem 
to have paid not suflicient deference: 

The players, who in their edition divided our author’s works into 
comedies, histories, and tragedies, seem not to have delincd the three 
kinds by any very exact or clelinii^c ideas. 

To those who would divide periods, and segregate men, neatlv 
into classical and romantic groups, I commend the study of 
this sentence, and of what Johnson says allerwards about the 
relation of the tragic to the comic. I'his Preface to Shakespeare 
was published in 17G5, and Voltaire, still writing t6n years and 
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more after this event, was maintaining an opposite point of 
view. Johnson saw deeper than X'oliaire, in iliis as in most 
matters. Johnson perceived, ihoujjh not expliiiily, th.U th e dis- 
tinctions of tragic and comic arc sujjerf u ial —for us; though he 
did not know Tiow important they were for the Creaks; ft)r he 
did not know that they sprang from a dinereru£ii i ritual . As a 
poet — and he waS~a fine poet Johnson is at the end of a 
tether. But as a critic — and he was greater as critic th an a s 
poet — Johnson has a place eom[)aral)h‘ to that of ('owl^ as 
poet: in that we cannot say whether to classify him as the 
last of one kind or the first of another. I'herc is one sentence 
which we may boggle over. Johnson says: 

In tragedy he {i.e. Sli.ikesptMir) oftrn writes, with great appear- 
ance of toil and study, what is wnllen at last with hole leluitv; but, 
in his comic scenes, he seems to j)roducc, wiihuiit labour, what no 
kibour can im])rovc. 

This is an opinion whidi we cannot lightly dismiss. Johnson 
is quite aware that the al ternatio n of ‘tragic’ and ‘comic’ is 
somctjiing more than an altcuiuuion: he peretives that soitk- 
thing different and new is prodint d. ‘'fhe inttTt hanges of 
mingled scenes seldom fail tf) piodute the intendc'd vit issitudes 
of passion’. ‘ 1 hrou^h all tiu se dtunmnuilums nf tlir (Irdiua Sluihtspcare^s 
mode of composition is the same,'* I’ul why Jioidd Johnson have 
thought that Shakespeare's comic })ai is were spontaneous, and 
that his tragic y^aits were laboured? Here, it seems to me, 
Johnson, by his simple integrity, in br-ing wrong has hap|)ene(l 
upon some truth much deeper than he knew. I*'or to those who 
have experienced the fiill lioiror of life, tragedy is still inade- 
quate. SophcH les fell more of it than he ( onld ex[)ress, when he 
wrote Qidipus the Kin^; Shakespeare, when he wrote Hamlet; 
and Shakespeare had the advantage <)\ being able to employ his 
grave-diggers. In the end, horror and laughter may be one — 
only when horror and laughter have bee omc as horrible and 
laughable as they can be; and — whatever tlie consc iritis inten- 
tion of the authors — you may laugh or shuddrT over (hdipus or 
Hamlet or f^ing Lear — or both at om e : tlien only do you perceive 
that the aim of the comic and the tragic dramatist is the same: 
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they arc equally serious. So do the meanings of words change, 
as we inspect them, iliat we may even come to see M olicr c in 
some lights as a more serious dramatist than Corneille or RIacine; 
Wycherley as equally serious (in this 'lensc) witfTXIarlov^. All 
this is suggested to me by the words of Samuel Johnson which I 
have quoted. What Plato perceived has not been noticed by 
subsequent dramatic critics ; the dramatic ppcj uses the conven- 
tions of tragic ami comic po etry, sol^r as tRcseare the con ve ntion s 
of his (lay; There isTioteiitial comed yTn Sophocles and po^n- 
fiaf tragedy in Aristopha heSt ahff otherwise they would not 
be sucTiTioocTtragedians or comedians as they arc. It might be 
added that when you have comedy and tragedy united in the 
wrong way, or s(‘parated in the wrong way, you get sentiment 
or amusement. The d istinction between the tragicjind the c omic 
is an a( (ount of the way in which we Uy to l ive: when we get 
Tk'Iow it, as in Lear, we have an account of tlie way in which 
we do liv'C. 

The violent change between one period and anotlier is both 
prog ress and retrogresMon. I have quoted only a few sentences 
from Johnson’s Preface to Shakespeare; but I think they repre- 
sent the view of a maturgj if limited, personality. The next 
phase of English criticism of Shakes])carc is prefaced from 
(lermany. I must add, however, that the influence of German 
criticism iqion English at this point can easily be exaggerated. 
It is in no wise to bc'littlc the value of this criticism, if we aflirrn 
that there was rather a similarity of outlook, and a natural 
sympathy l)etwecn the German and the laiglish mind, in ap- 
proaching Shakespeare, which we do not find with the I rench 
critics. It would be rash to assert that the German mind is 
better qualified to appreciate Shakespeare than is the French; 
but one less comprehensive eener.alisation I believe can be made. 
For the French mind, tlic approach to Shakespeare has normally 
been by way of a comparison to Corneille and Racine, if not to 
.Molicrc. Now for the Frenchman the plays of his classical age 
are primarily, to this day, plays to be acted; and his mcmoiies 
of them are of the theatre at least as much as of the library. For 
tlie Englishman of the nineteenth centur y the plays of Sh aker 
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spc arc have be en dramatic poems to be read , rather t han play s 
to Pc scenr and for moNi of ub to-day, the gicat majoriiy^f 
c plays arc solely literary acguanuancc s. ruithciinorc, the 
rrencinia\e alwa>s had this hat kgrouiul of their own great 
dramatic achievement. But the Cjeimcin^ ha\c nevei had this 
background of native authority in the drama; their acquaint ance 
with Shakespeare was formed in the study : and until the lejnita- 
tion of G octTic was firmlv established thioughout laiiopc they 
had no native dramatic author with whom to compare him. 
Tor these reasons alone, without any rash geneiahsaiions .ibout 
the Gallic and the 'Icutonic mind, w'e should expect the German 
attitude to be more svmp*ilheii( . 

But tlic kind of criticism which arises rather from reading 
than from attendance at the ihcatic arose in rngland spontane- 
ously. The striking example of this sort of criticism, a 
remarkable piece of wilting whuli desciscs mcdit.ilion, and 
which commands our re pect whether we agiec with its con- 
cliisions or not, is Morgann’s i.ssay On tin Dramatu ( harncter of Sir 
John balstajf (1777!. I or the c i e which Moigann .it tempts to 
makeoiitTTic fc I the reader to \Iorgann himself M\ point is that 
Morgann’s essay is the fust conspicuous membei of a long line 
I of ciiticism dealing with the characters of the persomij^ in the 
pl^'s, considering not onlv then .k lions within the pl.iy itself, 
‘but inferring from their be*ha\iour on the stage* what lliUT 
general chaiacter is, that is tci sav, how thev would be-li.ive in 
/ other circumstances. Tli^ IS a pc*ifcctK legitimate form of e riTT- 
' cism, though liable to abuse s; at its lie a, it can add very mue ITto 
emi enjfjyrnent of the moments of the' chaT«i(ters’ life which are 
gi\cn in the scene, if wc fee 1 this 11c hncss of reality in them; and 
at its worst, it becomes an irrelevance and distracts us from our 
enjosment of the play. 

1 he first of the great German crilirs, Lessing, tended to make 
of Shakespeare almost a national issue, for he it was wlio affii med 
that Lnglish literature and in particular Shakespe are, was more 
congenial than French literature and drama to the German 
taste. The German critics in general insist upon the naturalness 
and fidelity to reality of Shakespeare’s plays . Herder, a entie 
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of considerable understandinjj, bcijins to appreciate the exist- 
ence of something like a poetic pattern, in tailing attention to 
the fitness between the passions of the personages and the 
scenery in which these passions arc enacted. But what interests 
me in this phirc is lujt a detailed valuation of the opinions of the 
German critics of this period — not even the opinions of the 
Schlegcls and Cjf»ethc — but a consideration of the general tend- 
ency ortheir opinions. Neglecting the circumstances in which 
the plays were written — and indeed the historical information 
was not av.iilable — and paying little attention to their dramatic 
merits, the (Germans concentrated their attention chiefly upon 
the philosophic al '.ignificance of character. They penetrate to a 
deeper level than that of the simple moral values attributed to 
great literature by earlier times, and foreshadow the ‘criticism 
of life’ definition by Arnold. Furthermore, it is not until this 
period that an element of ‘ myst ery’ is recognised in Shakespeare. 
'I’hat is one of the gifts of the Romantic Movement to Sliakc- 
speare criticism, and one for whic h, with all its excesses, we have 
rea-son to be gnitcful. It is hardly too much to say that the 
German critics and Coleridge, by their criticism of Shakespeare, 
radictUly altered the reflective attitude of criticism towards 
poetry. 

The writings of Coleridge upon Shakespeare must be read 
cntiie; for it is impos.siblc to understand Shakespeare criticism 
to this day, without a familiar acquaintance with Coleridge’s 
lectures and notes. Coleridge is an authority of the kind who^ 
influence extends equally towards good and bad. It would be 
unjust to father upon him, without further ceremony, the 
psycho-analyt ic_sc hool of Shakespeare criticism; the study ^f 
individual characters which was begun by Morgann^^ to the 
neglect of thejiattcrn and meaning of the whole play, was 
bound to lead to some such terminus, and we do not blame 
Morgann for that. But when Coleridge released the truth * 
that Shakespeare already in Venus and Adonis and Lucrece gayc_ 
jJTOof of a ‘most profound, energetic and phi losophic mindL lie 
was perfectly n^t, if we use these adjectives rigl\tly,. but he 
supplied a dangerous stimulant to the more adventurous. 
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‘Philosophic’ is of course not the ripht word, but it cannot 
simply be erased: you must find another word to put in its 
place, and the word has not yet been found. I hc sense of thc^ 
jtrofundity of Shakespeare’s ‘thought’, or of his thinking-iit; 
images, has so oppressed some critics that they Iiave been forced 
to e.xpl tin themselves by unintclhgibles. 

I have not spoken oflla/htt. Lamb and I)c Qitincey; that is 
because I wished to isolate Coleridge as perhaps the greatest 
single figure in Shakespeare criticism down to the present day. 
In a conspectus like tlie i)resent, only the most salient points can 
be more than mentioned; and lla/litt. Lamb and l)t: Quincey, 
for my present purposes, do but m.ike a constellation about tlic 
primary star of Coleridge. 'I’heir work is thielly important as 
teinforcing the influence of ('oleridtge; though l)e (.biincey’s 
Iktiockiug on the (tale in M tchithi-i peih.ips the best known single 
piece of criticism of .Shakespeare that has becji wiitlen. l»ut for 
the student of Shakespeare criticism, llu: writing of all of these 
men is among iho.c docuincnb that arc to be read, and not 
merely read about. 



II. FROM COLERIDGE TO THE PRESENT DAY 

BY 

J. ISAACS 

IThe cightrrnth rcntury was the age of Shakespeare idolat ry, 
•witFi Gariitk’b SI lakopcare Jubilee, and Daniel Webb's typical 
remark in lyGaj ‘the most extraordinary genius, that our 
country, or, priliaps, any other has produced*. The later history 
of Shakcspcaie critic ism is a reflection of the history of human 
movements of thouglit, or of the particular pattern of thought 
in each country on which he has impinged. The growth of 
romanticiMii swept Shakespeare forward as an unwitting leader in 
the campaign against Cartesian mechanism. In Germany, Russia 
and I 'rancc he became part of the movement. 1 Icrdcr and Goethe 
in Germany, Puslikin and Biclinski in Russia, Stendhal and 
Hugo in France, all bear critical testimony to the progress of the 
romantic movement under his banner. In Germany and Russia 
the period of the romantic movement is the ‘ Ilamlet-pcriod’, in * 
wide h the charac ter of the Shakespearian figure becomes a 
minor and symbol of the national growing- pains. Friedrich 
Gundolf’s Shakespeare uud dtr deutiche Geist (191 1) is a penetrating 
history of the German mind and civilisation in terms of its 
awareness and assimilation of Shakespeare. The pre-romantic 
legacy, with Maurice Morgann, William Richardson and 
Thomas Whatcly, was an ovei whelming belief in Shakespeare’s 
power as a creator of living and plausible characters. The 
romantic legacy, with Coleridge, llazlitt and Schlcgcl, w^s ^ 
insistence on Shakespeare as a creative and original genjus 
whose contribution was to be measured and traced. Kantian, 
Schellingian and other currents induced a philosophical tend- 
ency towaids unity of conception and interpretation. VVord^ 
worth, as early as his brilliant Essay Supplementary to the Preface 
of 181 acknowledged, to Coleridge’s annoyance, the Gcrmai. 
super lontydn recognising that ‘the judgment ol Shakespeare in 
the selection of his materials, and in the manner in which he has 
made them, heterogeneous as they often are, cons^itpte a unity, 
of their own, and contribute all to one great end, is not less 
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admirable than his imapnaiion, his invention, and his intuitive 
knowlcdi^c of human nature*. 

Once the chronoIoj;y of the plays had been established in its 
main outlines, the task of tracing Shakespeare's growth to 
maturity, his summits of achievement, aiul ingeneial the pattern 
of his creative career, was facilitateil. I'lie task was atteippted 
simultaneously in Englajid and Geim.inv, but reached special 
heights under the impulse of the iinil\ing philosophical ap- 
proach. In England, William Sjialdiii'’, C.h.iiles Knight and 
Henry ILdlam, and in Geimany Heimann I'lrici and (J. G. 
Gervinus, weie the chief builders of a Shakrsp(Mre whos e ])attem 
of growth could be traced in well-marked suci (*ssivc pcriocLL In 
David Masson in iHfa", we get the first "Jimpsc's of the sentimental 
‘final mood of recom iliatiem’ theory. Dowden’s SliakslHte: His 
Mind (171 d Art (1875) is the first book m English to give anythinjj 
like a unified and rounded picture of the whole achievt ineiU 
of the dramatist. Dowden and Furnivall went all out on the 
‘four pciiod* doctrine, and though their seniinumtalit v and 
their belief in Shakespeaie’s doc tune of female sweetness and 
purity soon earned the label of gush fiom more sobtT t ritics, it 
is this sentimental picture whii li still too laon ly holds the field 
in orthodox circles. In i86j Rumelin’s Sluiki ^Juari Studin by a 
Realist incurred the poweiful scoin of tiu n inloiced sentimtui- 
talisCs, but was the forerunner of a seiioiis ( h.inge in critiuil 
orientation. Hand in hand witli sentiment coiueining Shake- 
speare’s female characters, but in keeping with the scientific 
movement of the later centjiry, went hard-headed investigation 
into the statisticsof^.il^^eare’s^ersific atio iu and exac I mea- 
suring of his artistic processes. '1 he Shakespeare idol.iti'y of the 
eighteenth century was a pleading for the recognition of his 
creative geijius: the idedatry of the nineteenth century was an 
employment of his genius as an excuse for the investigation of 
the important red herring of the moment, wlieihcr < haracter 
study, creative units, pericjdisiiig, verse processes, chronology, 
ethics, dramatic fechniciue, or, at c)ppc>sitc pedcs of homage,! 
critical biJ)liography' and the poet’s pc-rsonality. After the 
romantic period, in which criticism was Irequcnily produced 
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by poets, the study of Shakespeare’s poetry with any degree of 
critical intensity was rare. IVn )cars after Dow den’s sentiment 
came R. G. Moulton’s science in Shakespeare as a dramatic artist, 
A popular illustration of scientific criticism (1885), a direction followed 
later by G. P. Baker and, with a difference, by (^uillcr-Couch. 

One of the chief critic al occupations of the nineteenth century, 
and in part of the twentieth century, was the building up of a. 
picture of Shakespeare’s personality^ In their difl'erent ways 
Dowden, Brandcs, Frank Harris, and even James Joyce in the 
brilliant chdjate in Ulysses^ have attempted the task. The mere 
attempt implies the possession of a predisposing conception that 
tends to make Shakespeare an amateur philosopher’s plaything. 
I'hc most ai^^gressivc title in this field, though kindly meant, is 
C. H. I lei fold’s Ike normality of ShakespcarCy illustrated in his treat- 
ment of love and marriage (1920). The chief monument of this 
tendency lies in A. C. Bradley’s magnificent, influential and 
dangerously side-tracking studies, written, as it were, in the 
mar gin of Hegel. 

I take it that the true objects of Shakespeare criticism are 
{a) to give a picture of the author by tracing his treatment of 
material so far as it is conscious, or eliciting his unconscious 
processes w'ithout imposing an autobiography of the critic upon 
the vie tiin ofhis inquiiies; (/;) to give the pattern of the man and 
dissect for admiration the beauties he produces, the complexity 
and explosive force of the poetry, and the dc plovirrg and juxta- 
position of the chaiai ters. From this point of view the examina- 
tion of the growth of c ha rac tcr-stucly. is instructive. In the 
eighteenth century Morgann, in proving that Falstaff was np 
coward, beliexed in Shakespeare’s characters ‘rather as historic 
than dramatic beings’. Coleridge, among other views, held 
that Shakespeare created a character ‘by conceiving any one 
intellectual or moral faculty in inoibid excess and then placing 
himself, thus irnrtilaled and diseased, under given circumstances’. 
Such a doctrine was a transition from the eighteenth cemury 
method to the romantic conception of the creative and conscious 
genius. Furnivall’s platonic affairs with Shakespearf’s heroines 
indicate a characteristic divorce of head and heart. Bradley 
took The Rejccfi$n of Falstaff inio philosophical regions. \Vitli the 
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waning of philosophical idealism, the new realism, though not 
always the new science, treated matters difVerenily. I'lic new 
science was seen in Dr Krnest Jones's Ihe ilulif^us-coniftlex as an 
exfnanation oj Jlcmltt's mysl,ry (ic)io), reissued in the more recep- 
tive post-war year of 1922. This is the last llii ker of ilie Rii hard- 
sonian inetliod, but employs all thesuhileiiesof ihe new Freudian 
technique of psycho-analysis. Apait lioni the initial fallacy, 
which is Nforgann's fallacy^ the justihi aiion of the nuihod lies 
in its attempt to add to our information concerning Shake- 
speare’s choice of material and his acKcntiircs among motives. 
The psycho-analytical tcchni(]uc as applied to C'.oleridgc by 
J. L. Lowes in 1 he Road to Xanadu is xaliiable because the 
evidence is available, i.e. the patient gives his rephc's, but we 
know nothing about Sliakc'^^peare e\c(])t what we can learn 
from his behaviour; but a<coidiiig to this theory his |)lays are 
his behaviour^ and theiefore a valuabh' s(‘t of clues to his inter- 
ests, passions, tensions, thoughts, compl(‘\<*s of assoc iaiion, aiu^ 
even the obj<*cts of his alic c tion or hate. I'lie new re.ilism turned 
to less subtle and l(*ss dc'batabh* sonic es for dealing with cha- 
racter. G. A. Ihc^ber, undei the inilueiu c* ol Si hue king, discussed 
the ‘melantholy typ(‘’, as it pcavadc-d l.h/.ibeihan society, for 
light on Hamlet, and Lily 1 >. Gampbcll exploied the pliysip- 
logic al psychology ol the age in ordei to esiabli>h ShakesjxMre’s 
autoiTialic cquipmcMii for dealing with c harac li;r. I'-. I*-. Sioll, the 
most pow'ci lul and illuminating()l the .\ meric an sc bool of i ealisls, 
and L. L. Sc hue king, the ixmetrating .mlhor cd (Iharaitvr Prohlem^ 
in Shakespeare^ s Playy^ luivc* both tinned to the evich-nce of the 
plays and above all of < ontemporary diamatic conventions for 
their jiroofs. I hcy have established the f.u t that soliloquies arc 
to be taken at fac-C value, that statennents made bv one < harac ter 
about anothcT are to be bclic*vc*d, that I J.i/abeih.in ghosts were 
real to the audience, and with a score of similar positions have 
overturned the wluile system of romantic c haiac ter study. * 
The new realism has tried to isol.ite and display, not the 
Romantic Sliakespcarc* nor the X’i^tcjrian Shake peare^ but the 
Elizabelhap Shakespeare. The present tende ncy ol Shakespeare 
criticism is to face the author squaredy rather than dodge him 
by excursions into philosophy, history or cthNi^ One of the 
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great pioneers of this approach, and one of the most balanced 
of worshippers, was Sj^r W. Raleigh, who in his 1907 study boldly 
spoke of the brothel scene in Peri« Ics ‘ which no pen but his 
could have written’, and speaking of Measure for Measure as 
Shakespeare’s nearest approach to the direct presentation of a 
moral pioblem_j^ coiu luded that there was no single character 
Ithrough whose eyes we can see the question arid situation as 
Shakespeare saw them. I'he new realism also owes much to the 
diverse shof k-tar tics of T. S. Eliot, and of G. Bernard Shaw, once 
a member of I'urnivall’s New Shakspere Society. Valuable work 
is being done by H. B. Chatlton in viewing Shakespeare’s early 
plays i n the light of Renaissance critical conceptions of cTrama 
arid the European picture of romance in Elizabethan timc3. A 
pertinent approach, and one likely to endure by its relevance, is 
the transference of investigation from the study to the theatrical 
laboratory by H-j pran vi llc-Barkcr . 

The study of Shakespeare’s poetry is at last corning into its 
own, and firm materials for criticism, though only materials as 
yet, arc being assembled by such students of imagery as Edmund 
Blunden, George Rylands, Elizabeth Holmes and Garolinc Spur- 
geon. It is a strange comment on the history of Shakespeare 
criticism that during 300 years no serious study, and, apart from 
Coleridge’s brilliant asides, no serious attempt even at a study of 
Shakc.spcarc’s poetical processes has been made. That poetry^ 
cannot be isolated from the history of the other arts has loag 
been a commonplace on the C'ontincnt, and one important line ' 
of inquiry has been hinted at. Some decades ago Heinrich 
WdllTlin revolutionised European art history by a reasoned dis- 
tinction between Renaissance and Baroque art. The first person 
to apply this distinction to the study of Shakespeare was the 
dean of German literary history, Oskar VValzcl, m Shakespeares 
dtamatmhe Daukunst, fittingly enough in the Shakespeare- Jahrbuch 
of the Tercentenary year 1916. 

Ralli’s chronological summary of Shakespeare criticism gives 
a terrifying notion of the extent of the material; the present 
short sketch endeavours in summary form to indicate the main 
tendencies and to relate tliem to larger movements of mind in 
the period covered. 
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SiTAKF.SPFABF, sfliolarsliip is of vast extent and roinplexity. It 
is ((inceriK'd in its major o|K'iations with (a) tlie establishment 
of the text, (/>) its transmission, (r) its eliit iciation, (</) ilic canon, 
(r) t lironoloi^y, (/) the study of sources, (t;) the l)ioi;raphy of the 
author, (//) his mani|)ulation of material, (/) his mental pro- 
cesses, (j) his veisilieation, (A) his reading, (/) his poetical 
imas'erx', (;«) his relation to the literary movements of his time, 
(n) his I elation to individual contemporaries, («) his reputation, 
(/») his inllucncc at home and abroad, (r/) the historical and 
political background, (r) the social bai ki;round, {») the intel- 
lectual background, stientific and philosophical, (/) the lin- 
Rtiistic background, (m) palaeography, (r) iconography, (w) the 
theatrical background, (x) the spc'cific conditions of perlc)rm- 
ance, (j) the author’s dramatic technique, and (z) the pattern 
of his growth. The select bibliography by Isbisch and Sc bucking 
contains over ,}ooo items, and the present outlirtc is a first 
attempt to cover the whole field of stholarshij) frejin Langbaiiic- 
to the twentieth century. 

The seventeenth centurx' did little more than hint. Drydcn 
in An Essay of Drainatick Pnesie was aware of the existence of 
problems of language, versification, learning, sources, and bio- 
graphy, but the time was not yet ripe for action. Tullcr and 
Aubrey made jottings for the life of Shakespeare. 'I'hc much 
maligned Pymer started two hares, the discussion of Shake- 
speare’s dramatic method by comparison with a specific source. 
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and the publication, in his Fadera, of a contemporary document 
containing Shakespeare’s name. Gerard Langbaine in 1688 
and 1691 valuably conducted the first systematic search for the 
sources of tlic plays. 

The eighteenth century is our creditor for a hundred things 
in method and a( hievement. From Rowe to Malone there is an 
unbroken continuity of text, good, bad, and indifferent. Rowe 
in 1709 fust made Shakespeare accessible in octavo, he used the 
1G85 f(jlio, modernised it into readability, paid minimum hom- 
age to ciuarto collation, although he possessed a few quartos and 
a Second I'olio, compiled lists of Dramatis Personae, completed 
the division into a< ts and scenes, marked exits and entrances, 
in certain plays marked the location of scenes, and gave the 
first formal life of the author, incorporating traditions and 
anecdotes. Pope in 1725 printed from Rowe’s text, collated 
more quartos, made persotial and arbitrary corrections and 
rejections, indicated more completely the loc ation of scenes, and 
extended scene division to the I'rench method of a new scene 
for each new character. In the 1728 edition he printed a list of 
29 quartos he tised or knew of. According to Malone, the un- 
known editor of the Second Folio and Pope were the two great 
corrupters of Shakc'spcare’s tc.xt. Tlieobald, maligned, des[)iscd, 
insulted and pill.iged for over a century, was rehabilitated by 
Lounsbury, ('.burton Gollins and R. F. Jones. His Shake ':peare 
Resum'd, I72(), demolished Popc^’s edition and formed a land- 
mark in commentary. His edition of 1793 makes him the great 
pioneer of serious Shakespeare scholaislnp. He too used his 
predecessor’s text, but following Bentley’s methods, treated 
Shakespeare as a corrupt classical text to be restored by the aid 
of all available knowledge. He posse.sscd a large collection of 
quartos, was the first editor with an extensive and serious know- 
ledge of r.li/.abethan and earlier literature, and had sufficient 
languages to read many of the original sources. He studic.l 
Shakespeare minutely, formulated his metrical and gramm.uical 
practice, and illustrated and corrected the text from the known 
procedure of the author himself. He was the first to point to 
Shakespeare’s use of North’s Plutarch, to draw attention to an 
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existing translation of the Af.’n<rrlimi of Plautus, and to trace 
Shakespeare’s reading and use of Ihilinshed. He turned to the 
earliest texts and restored rc.tdings without need of eonjerture. 
His certain tonjeeture and method may he seen at its best in 
the note on the wnautd si.sters in Miuhilh: his biilliant con- 
jectural emendation, liowever nuu h assaileii, in ‘a’ babbled of 
green fields’; his making sense of nonsense in the prologue to 
Troi'us and Cresuda. He made pioneer ad\anees, without con- 
solidating them into treatises, in the study of authorship, ehrono- 
log\’ and sources. He was the lirst to allude to Thf 1 rue Chroniile 
Iliitoryof hing Lar, tlie first to i^e 7//r luinwtn rirlotirs of Htn/y l\ 
and had heard of bodge's Rouilynde. Professor Karl Young pays 
him the tribute that ‘in a surpiising number of specific instances 
he furnished he.sh information and suggestiotrs that otrght to 
have guided his sirceessors to l.u I'^tcater irulirsiry, artd ttr l.ir less 
disparagement of their guide’. I'rttutestiorrably Theobald is the 
first giant of Slrakes|)e.ue si holarship. 

A< curate .si holarship lagged lor .arrne while. One of the worst 
editions was that of Sir '1 horn. is llanmer, 17 j 5 ,j, based on 
Theobald’s text, whii h went so far as to omit a si ene ol Ihnry V 
‘improper enough as it is all in Treni h, and not irrti lligible loan 
Lnglish audience’, and etnendi d ( i.i- .io ',i fi How .ilniost damn’d 
in a fairc Wife’to ‘damn'd in a fair jiliyz ’. Wat bur ton in 1747 
insirltcd Theobald, but used his text artd nun it of his material, 
while introducing some of the wildest emendations in our 
history. He was seriou.^ly taken to task by 'Thomas T-dwards in 
his Supplement, 17.1O, and in his later Canom oj Ctihrism. 'The 
contribution of Dr Johnson has been seriously exaggerated by 
misinformed piety. Perspective has been distorted by the attri- 
bution to him of many of ThcolialiTs disiovr ries and muih of 
Theobald’s pioneer method. His Miurllaneom Observations on the 
Tragedy 0/ Alacbith in 1745 contained proposals for an eilition. 
His prospectus of 1 7;,fi is an admirable summary of principles 
and methods proposi’d before him, and followed by later editors, 
but his edition of 1 7fi.') based on Warburtorr’s text was avowedly 
undertaken for money, and as Hawkins says in his Life ‘neither 
in the first* place did he set himself to collect early editions of 
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his author, old plays, translations of histories, and of the classics, 
and other materials necessary for his purpose, nor could he be 
prevailed on to enter into that course of reading, without which 
it seemed impossible to come at the sense of his author*. He did 
not even make adequate use of Charlotte Lennox’s Shakespear 
Illustrated (1753-4), the first published collection of Shake- 
spearian source material for some twenty-two plays, to which 
he himselfhacl contributed a dedication. The faults of his edition 
arc atoned for by his magnificent critical preface and comments 
on indi\ idual plays, by his pioneer recognition that only the first 
of the folios has textual authority, and by the later additions of 
Steevens, the second of the eighteenth century giants. 

With Steevens and Capell began a new era, the quarto era. 
In 17Gb Ccorgc Steevens reprinted twenty of the quartos from 
Cai rick’s collection in four volumes. 'I’hc stage directions arc 
not tanipcred with, nor added to, there arc no localisations, no 
added act or scene divisions, and the title-pages are reasonably 
exact. He iiuludcd King l^ar and the Sonnets, and the longest 
list of old editions hitherto compiled, ini luding ‘nine seen by 
nobody he knows*. Edward Clapcll, who had been collecting 
quartos since 17.M, and had spent twelve years in preparation, 
sent the first sheets of his edition to press in 1760, and began 
publication in 17GB. This edition is a dividing line in textual 
liistoiy, and Capell is one of the neglected major .scholars of the 
century, jiartly because of the strangcnc.ss of his style, but mainly 
bccau-se, rather than print an ugly page, the results of his la- 
borious and minutely accurate collation of quartos remained 
unpublished (c.xcept for a section issued in 177.1), until 1 783 (two 
years after his death) in the three massive quartos of his I^otes and 
Various Readings and The School oj Shah’speare. The editor’s dedica- 
tion of this work accused Steevens of systematic plagiarism of Ca- 
pcll’s 1 7G8 edition. Steevens certainly used Capell, but his powers 
w’cre such that he had no need to. All editors and commcntatois 
of this period were quick to take hints, and pursue suggested 
inquiries. Steevens was one of the most learned in Elizabethan 
matters, an alert, shrewd and skittLsh scholar, enlivening his 
later editions with obscene annotations fathered facetiously on 
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two respectable clergymen who had incurred his enmity. He 
took over Dr Johmon’.'i edilion, supplied the missing selutlarslup 
and industry, and in 1 773 issued a ten-volume ediuou, eontaitiing 
richer illustrative material from ; ontemj)()rai y litei.iry sources 
than had previously been assembled, which in its 177H revision 
is one of the landmarks of Shakespearian scholarship. I’lom the 
17 Go’s onward scholarship moved with lightning pace. An c.\- 
ample will show most cleat ly the intet locking of .scholars and 
new fact. In 1766 Thomas Tyrwhitt in an anonymous pamphlet 
of textual conjecture, Ohsirvations mul Conjtrturf\ ufion snmf fuiMtii’es 
oj Shakespeare, was the first to mention Meres’s Palladis lamia. 
In 1767 Richard Farmer used Meres incidentally in his rich 
mine of background information, the I-lsuty on the learnirifi oj 
Shakespeare. In 1768 Caipcll used him for put poses of dating, 
and also cjuoted an entry in the Stationers’ Rc*gister. In 1778 
Steevens published the first extensive ttaascript of relevant 
Shakc.spcare entries from the .Stationers’ Register ‘through the 
kinclne.ss of Mr Longman of I’.tter-noster Row, who re.idily 
fuinishcd me with the three cailiest volumes’, and this im- 
mediately precedes Malone’s epoc h-making Attempt to a\certain 
the order in iLhirli the ploys attrihitid to Shokespture were u litten. Hut 
meanwhile Capell had been at woik on the same problem and 
with the same mateiials, and in the neglected storehouse of his 
Notes and Various Readini’s (vol. 11, j). i8,i), juinted dining 177;} 
and 1780 but held up until 1783, is found a discussion of the 
order and time of wiittng, based on interiif'd evidence. Meres, 
and an ‘F.xtract from the Hooks oi the Stationers’ (atinpany, 
communicated by Mr S Drajx r, Partner with the Tonsons’ and 
on p. 185 a chronological table cef the ))l.iys. As Mr Draper 
seems to give up publishing about 178'), we have a pretty 
picture of parallel efforts in an age «)f scholarly rivalry and bad 
feeling. The extent to which maiciial was becoming available 
can be measured by examining tin: vast jjrcjlcgotnena to .Steevens’s 
1778 edition, with its extract from 'I he Gull's Hornbook, the 
drawing of the exterior oi the Globe, the list of ancient traas- 
lations fron\cla.ssic authors (partly c ompiled by Ric hard Farmer, 
who had contributed a substantial appendix to the 1 773 edilion), 
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the reprints of prefaces to earlier editions, the facsimiles of 
Shakespeare’s Will and signature, the notes to Langbaine by 
Oldys, the extracts from the Stationers’ Register, the list of 
ancient editions (amplifying Pope’s, Theobald’s, VVarburton’s, 
Capell’s and Steevens’s earlier lists of quartos), extracts from 
Shakespeare criticism, and other valuable matter. 

At the beginning of his Attempt in 1778 Malone sums up the 
position of sdiolarship. ‘All the ancient copies of his plays, 
hitherto disrr)vercd, have been collated with the most scrupulous 
accuracy. The meanest books have been earcfully examined, 
only because they were of the age in which he lived, and might 
happily throw a light on some forgotten custom, or obsolete 
phraseology: and, the object being still kept in view, the toil 
of wading through all such reading as was never read, has been 
cheet fully endured, because no lal)our was thought too great, 
that miglit enable us to add one new laurel to the father of our 
drama. Almost every circumstance that tradition, or history 
ha.s preserved relative to him or his works, has been investigated, 
and laid before the public.’ Malone was to add almost as much 
again, and to show that by comparison the study of Shakespeare 
was, as it is again to-day, an almost untouched field. His industry 
is incalculable. C'apcll is said to have transcribed the whole of 
Shakespeare ten times. Malone’s annotations in any book from 
his library are piol'iise and almost always relevant {e.g. his eopy 
of Clapcll in ten volumes in the British Museum, re-collated 
throughout, with lopious insults, in 1781). In 178c he pub- 
lished a supiilementary two volumes to Steevens, containing the 
Poems, the doubtful plays liom the iGG.j Folio, a first sketch of 
his pioneer Historical account oj tlu rise and progress of the English 
stage, and numerous annotations. In 17^0 he issued his edition 
in ten volumes, with revisions of his chronology and stage- 
history, ami vastly increa.sed illustrative material; and he and 
Steevens are the thief buililers, with Reed and the younge.it 
Boswell, of varioiuin editions. Johnson- -Steevens — Reed in 
twenty-one volumes, 1803, is the First X'ariorum; Johnson — 
Steevens — Reed in twenty-one volumes, i8t3, is the Second 
Variorum; and Malone — Boswell in twenty-one volumes, 1821, 
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is the Third Variorum, and in these are summarised and in- 
corporated the body of cightcenih-cenlur>' scliolarsliip. 

Apart from this almost apostolic succession of editions, with 
their concomitants of emendation and illustrative material, the 
eighteenth century' opened up fields of research in almost every 
direction known to later scholarship. As early as 1 7*29, J. Roberts 
in a pseudonymous Answer to Mr Pope's Preface to Shakt^peare 
published a sketch of the old actors, and discussed, in four 
categories, the ‘copy’ for the Folio. In lyycj StccveiLS supervised 
the publication of 4SV.V Old Plays used by Sliakc'^pearc. In 17G8 
Richard Warner in A letter to i\/r Gartuk gave a sjjecimen of a 
remarkable proposed glossary illustrated Irom vast reading in 
literature contemporary with Sliakespearc. Ills note on ‘the 
word occupy* in II Henry IV is an admirable examjile. In 1790 
the Rev. Samuel Ayscoiigh, F.S.A., compiled the first extensive 
Indtx or concordance, still in use on the leferencc shelves of the 
BritiNh Museum. Fhc study of Shakespeare’s verse started with 
Theobald, received valuable discussion in ClapelTs posthumous 
PiincipUs and Construction of Simkespnire's Verse ^ and as early Jis 
1756, in the sixth edition of T. hdwards’s (Janons of Criticism, 
Ric hard Roderick noted the verse pec uliaiities uf Henry VHI 
which were to loom so large in the ‘verse-test’ movcmieiil. 
Shakespeare’s grammar was investigated by Theobald, and 
classified in summary rules by John Upton in i/lfi. 'I he |)unc- 
tuatiem of Shakcsj)earc was worked out on historical lines by 
George Chalmers in 1707 in his Apology for the believers in the 
Shakespeare Papers. The biography was explored by William 
Oldys in the missing nc/iCs left unarranged at his death in 1781, 
and Malone made the extensive additions which were codified 
by Alexander Chalmers in 1809 in time for the intensive on- 
slaught of the nineteenth century. Capell in 17G8 had suggested 
the necessity of ‘a brief history of our Drama, from its origin 
down to the Poet’s death: even the stage he appear’d upon, its 
form, dressings, actois should be enquir’d into, as every one of 
these circumstances had some considerable effect upon what he 
compos’d for it’, and Percy, Malone and Chalmers built this up, 
with the a*id of tliose like Dodslcy, Hawkins and Reed, who 
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were publishing remains and documents of older drama, and of 
Warton who was clarifying the perspective of English poetry. It 
is to Steevens and Malone that we first owe the Hcnslowe papers, 
the Dulwich ‘plots’, the Revels Accounts, Sir Henry Herbert’s 
Office Book, and the first facsimiles of Shakespeare’s signatures. 
The study of the canon was pursued by a dozen authors from 
Pope and Theobald to Malone, who printed the Apocrypha in 
i7f>o. Comparative studies of Shakespeare’s usage with that of 
other dramatists owe much to Theobald, Warner, Steevens, 
Capell and Malone, and even the vagaries of the historical and 
topic al allusion school can be paralleled in James Plumptre’s 
Observations on Hamlet . . . beinii an attempt to prove that he designed 
it as indirect censure on Mary Qjieen of Scots ( i ypG) . Even the habit 
of public lecturing on Shakespeare was a product of the eigh- 
teenth century, and the first ascertainable lecture was given by 
Charles Mat klin, who, in the Public Advertiser for November 2 ist, 
1751, proposed to lecture, beginning the next day, ‘upon each 
of Sliakespcar’s Plays, to consider the Original Stories from 
whence they arc taken, the Artificial or Inartificial Use, accord- 
ing to the Laws of the Drama, that Shakespear has made of 
them. His Fable, Moral, Character, Passions, Manners, will 
likewise be criticised, and how his capital C^haracters have been 
acted heretofore, are acted, and ought to be acted. . .The First 
Lecture will be on IlAMi.r/r’. Twenty years later William Ken- 
rick, the critic of Dr Johnson’s ‘ignorance or inattention’, ofTcred 
a course beginning with Henry the Fourth. One of the most 
important and neglected anticipations of the latest scholarship 
was an ollshoot of the psy« hological study of Shakespeare, and 
is to be found in Walter Winter’s Specimen of a Commentary on 
Shakespeaie . . .on a new principle of criticism deriicd from Mr Locke's 
Doctrine of the Association of Ideas, 1 794. Whiter took r.ocke’s state- 
ment, ‘ Ideas, that in themselves arc not at all of kin, come to be 
so united in some men’s minds, that it is very hard to separat.' 
them; they always keep in company, and the one no sooner at any 
time comes into the understanding, but its associate appears with 
it; and if they are more than two which arc thus united, the whole 
gang always inseparable shew tliemsclves together , and 137 
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years before Dr Caroline Spiirgcon’s study of lUrative Imagcty 
noted the recurrent association of candy and fawning dogs. 

In the variorum editions fiom 1803 to iB'^i the nineteenth 
century found a kind of Chinese wall preventing exploration of 
earlier scholars. After Coleridge’s new and rounded picture of 
Shakespeare there was less pioneer stone-breaking and road- 
making, and more consolidation of fi«‘lds wo!i. In 1790 Malone 
had .said, ‘When our poet’s entire library shall have been dis- 
covered, and the fables of all his pl.iys traced to their original 
source, when every temporary' alhl^ion shall have been pointed 
out, and every obscurity elucidated, then, and not till tlien, let 
the accumulation of notes be complained of. I scarcely remem- 
ber ever to have looked into a book of the age of (.hicen Kli/.a- 
beth, in which I did not find somewhat that tended to throw 
a light on these pl.iys’, A floodlight w:ls thrown by I'Vancis 
Douce’s remarkable lUuitralions oj Shakespeare in two volumes, 
1807 {e.g. ‘Dagonct in Arthur’s Show’) anil the same year saw 
the first typc-lacsimile of tlie First Folio, s.iid to be superviseil by 
Douce. The eighteenth century had been an age of individuals, 
and usually well-to-do individuals. 'Fhe nineteenth i entury was 
to sec the triumph of corporate and organised research. In 1840 
the first Shakespeare Society was formed by J. P. Collier with 
the aid of a council im hiding (J. I.. Craik, A. Dyce, J. (). Halli- 
well (aged twenty), Charles Knight and 'Fhomas Wright. 'Fhe 
t hief contributors to its papers were J. P. Collier, Peter Cun- 
ningham, J. ( 3 . Ilalliwel! .ind J. X. ll.dpin. Its list of publications 
is huge and of the first importain c, ini hiding Peter Cunningham’s 
Revels Documents, 18.J2; Dycc’s edition of .Vi> 'J humai Afore, 184.^; 
J. P. Collier’s Hinslowe's Diary, 18 jf,; and J. P. (iollier’s Extracts 
Jrom the Registers of the Stationers’ Company, iBjh, as well as a host 
of plays, mediaeval and Fli/.abethan, and much background mat- 
ter. Individual editions of the woi ks continued to be produced by 
S. W. Singer and J. P. Collier. J. O. Ilalli well’s much neglected 
Folio Edition is still valuable for its rich arehaeologii al illustra- 
tions. Delius produced a valuable selective edition, and Dycc’s 
second edition was adorned with an excellent glossary, scrupu- 
lously acknowledging picvious achievement, and on such words 
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as *sack’ making important additions. The great landmark of 
the mid-century is the Cambridge Shakespeare of Clark, Glover 
and Wright in 1863-6, which in the 1891-3 revision is almost 
the standard text of to-day. Its rigorous system of collation was 
facilitated by Capcll’s superb bequest of quartos to Trinity 
College. Furness’s New Variorum Edition from 1871 provided 
a new labyrinth of commentary and illustration. Furnivall’s 
important introduction of 1877 prefaced a one-volume edition 
of Delius, and later editions of value include Appleton Morgan’s 
Banhnde Shakespeare from 1886, issued by the New York Shake- 
speare So< iety, and printing quartos and Folio side by side. Sir 
Israel Gollancz’s popular Temple Shakespeare (1894-1922), tlie 
co-operative Arden Shakespeare from 1899 to 1924 under the 
general editorship of W.J. Craig and R. H. Case, selected plays 
edited by G. S. Gordon, and by H. J. C. Grierson, and from 
America the Tudor Shakespeare by W. A. Ncilson and A. H. 
'Fhorndike, and the co-operative Tale Shakespeare by W. L. Cross 
and 'Fucker Brooke. 

The main divisions of nineteenth-century scholarship are 
indkated by Furnivall in his enthusiastic preface to the Leo- 
pold Shakespeare, 1877, ‘the great defect of the English school 
of Shakspereans is their neglect to study Shakspere as a 
whole. . . . 'Fhis subject of the growth, the oneness of Shakspere, 
the links between his successive pla) s, the light thrown on each 
by comparison with its neighbour, the distinctive character- 
istics of each Period and its contrast with the others, the treat- 
ment of the same or like incidents etc. in the different Periods 
of Shaksperc’s life — this subject, in all its branches, is the 
special business of the present, the second school of Victorian 
students. . .as antiquarian illustration, emendation, and verbal 
criticism — to say nothing of forgery, or at least, publication of 
forg’d documents — were of the first school’. The old Shake- 
speare Society had come to an end in 1853 as a result of J. P. 
Gollicr’s forgeries, and in 1872 F. J. Furnivall founded hi'- New 
Shakspere Society which lasted until 1894. Its strength lay in 
tlie meetings and discussions recorded in its valuable series of 
Transactions. The tw’o Victorian giants, in their different ways. 
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werej. O. Halliwcll(-Phillipps) and F. J. Furnivall. Halliwcll 
worked with tremendous industry, citlicr alone or in societies, 
accumulating library after library of Shakespeariana, sold or 
given away after sucking out the Shakespettrian lore. His list 
of publications great and small is appalling, lie edited for the 
Shakespeare Society the ‘First Sketi lies’ of// and III Henry VI 
and The Merry Wives of IVindwr. llis Folio edition of the works 
is a mine and storehouse of information. He explored and pub- 
lished the Stratford records, he compili'd a diitionary of Old 
Fnglish plays, and a glossary of obsolete Fnglish. Ilis successive 
accumulations of mateiial for .Sh.ikcspe.ire’s life culminated in 
the two-volumc Outlines of iMhy containing all the documents 
then known. I le published a list of visits of the London theatrical 
companies compiled from the retoriK ol‘ seventy F.nglish towns, 
and even a dictionary of misprints in Kli/.<ibcthan volumes, of 
surprising interest and \alue. I le issued .i minute photographic 
fac.similc of the first Folio in ih7(i, ami between ilUi.* and 1871 
issued forty-eight volumes of lithographic lacsimiles of the 
quartos. Probably no single worker of the nineteenth century 
contiibutcd more material for the study of Shakesp<‘arc. 

Furnivall was moic of a team-leader and benesolent task- 
master. His pa.ssion for .Shaki speare .ippeais in every line that 
he wrote. He began as a (ihaiueii.m expert, but a Shake- 
speari.in amateur, aiul the Leopold preface adinii.iltly explains 
his processes. The New .Shakspere .Sot iety is pojiularly identi- 
fied with tlic furious aridity of the verse-tests and Furnivairs 
reputation has suffered on that an taint, but his intentitm was 
to use these in the servi< <• of aestheiit t ritii ism and the establish- 
ment of the order of Shakespeaie’s gniwili as an artist. The 
history of the verse-tests under Furnivall is fully given, in richly 
personal tones, in his introduction to (iervinus’s Commentaries 
written in 187}, and in his introduction to the Leopold Shakespeare 
of 1877. Nothing could be less mechanical than his position. 
’Don’t turn your Shakspere into a mere arithmetic-book, and 
fancy you’re a great critic because you add up a lot of rymes or 
end-stopt lines, and do a great many sums out of your poet. 
This is mere clerk’s work; but it is needed to impress the facts 
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of Shakspprc’s changes of metre on your mind, and to help 
others, as well as yourself, to data for settling the succession of 
the plays. Metrical tests arc but one branch of the tree of 
criticism . . . .No one test can be trusted ; all must be combined 
and considered, and us’d as helps for the higher aesthetic criti- 
cism*. Apart from a neglected observation by Richard Roderick 
published in 1 758, the first use of verse-tests was made, in the 
interests of the study of chronology, by Malone in his famous 
Attempt (first issued in 1 778, revised in 1 790, and in its final form 
in the 1821 variorum). He used the Rhyme test, and the un- 
stopped or run-on line test. In 1833 William Spalding, at the 
age of twenty-four, published his brilliantly analytical Letter on 
Shakespeare's authorship oj ‘ '1 he Noble Kinsmen', and on the character- 
iftics of Shakespeare's style. (Reprinted by Furnivall in 1876.) 
This is the real foundation of the whole business. But for the 
N.S.S. the beginning was James Spedding, whose article Who 
wrote Henry VIII? in the Gentleman's Magazine, August 1850, 
initiated the quantitative method. Charles Bathurst’s Remarks on 
the differences of Shakespeare' s versification in different periods of his life, 
1857, and G. L. Craik’s The English of Shakespeare, 1856, extended 
the inquiry. Independently in England and Germany the Rev. 
F. G. Fleay and Professor Hertzberg were working out their 
tests. Hertzberg published before Fleay, and Furnivall at first 
was not aware of Flcay’s activities, but when the Society started 
almost all its earliest meetings were devoted to Fleay, and at the 
first meeting Fleay produced his Metrical Table. Fleay was an 
erratic thinker, and Furnivall later said, ‘His theories when not 
confirming former results should be lookt on with the utmost 
suspicion’. The latest forms of the tables arc given in Furnivall’s 
two prefaces, but the method was soon forgotten in England, 
though in Germany some valuable work has been done by 
Hermann Isaac (Conrad) in the Shakespeare- Jahrbuch, 1896, and 
the Preussisehe Jahtbiieher, 1905.^ 

Furnivall also directed the issue of Allusion Books, reprints of 
background material such as William Harrison’s England, and 

^ Tlie apprnclix in E. K. Chambers's William Shakt^pcare, ii, 397, gives important 
bibliography and tabular material. 
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above all a valuable series of quarto reprints with stimulating 
prefaces by himself, P. A. Daniel, Dowden and others, in which 
minute comparisons were made and students encouraged to 
work on the original materials. I’he^c quartos and I^>oth*s 
almost impeccable i86.j type facsimile of tlic first Folio popu- 
larised and advanced first-hand textual study. The Triinaactions 
of the j\.S.S. contain valuable documents such as Dr Furman’s 
notes on plays he had .seen, discussion of natur.d hi.story imagery, 
of Fdizabethan Kngland and the Jews, and Richard Simpson’s 
discussion of political and historical relations of the plays, a 
problem approached by Cl. Chalmers, 11. 1’. Stokes and Lilian 
Winstanley, and more retcnlly by (L H. Harrison in his Kliza- 
hflhan jnurn,ils. The total ai tivity of the New Shakspere Society 
was an outcome of the siienlific fever of the later half-century, 
and FurnivaH’s conclusion is instnu live. ‘The study of Shak- 
spere’s work must he made. . .natural and siientilic, and in the 
order of the maker’s making, .uni I ( laim tliat the method I 
have pursued is that fd ihe man of science, (omparison, noting 
of diU'erences, and identities of expressitm, subject, chanicter, 
mood .and temper of mind; and that this method and its result 
do bring a fresh element of (ert.iinty into the order of .Shak- 
spcrc’s pl.ays, and the groups into which they fall.’ ’fh.il this 
scientific dct.ac hment was accotni>.uned by the prevailing senti- 
mentality towards Sluihcspi'iire's Ihnunfi docs not detract Iroin its 
historical value. 

Something must be .said of the (Jerinan contribution. 'I’his 
was ultimately the outcome of the earlier Romantic movement 
in which Shakespeare was used as a pawn in the intellecttial 
fight against Fnuice, and as .a [)hilo-.c»])hical ally in the anti- 
Cartesian campaign. Le.ssing, VVic land, Herder and (Joethe in 
their different fa.shions brought him on to the map, but A. W. 
Schlegel’s superb translation between I7ci7 .and i8i(< of seven- 
teen plays, completed by Ticck later, presented Germany with 
a living dramatist in modern spec-c h, .and removed most of the 
antiquarian difficulties whic h had held up linglisli appreciation. 
Schlcgel and Coleridge simultaneously devoted attention to 
Shakespeare as a whole, as a creative genius. I’ieck was a great 
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Student of Elizabethan drama, as well as of the theatre. Hegel 
had used Shakespeare as part of his philosophical and aesthetic 
system, and the first serious attempts to present Shakespeare as 
a whole were made by Germans, Hermann Ulrici in 1839 and 
1847, and G. G. Gervinus in 1849 1850. This is so marked 

that it can be truthfully said, and it was emphatically said by 
Furnivall in his prospectus of the New Shaksperc Society, ‘It 
is a disgrace to England, that... no book by an Englishman 
exists which deals in any worthy manner with Shakspere as a 
whole’, and this was true until Dowden’s Shahpere: His Mind 
and Art ^ 187), which acknowledged a heavy debt to the Germans, 
In scholarship Karl Simrock’s Die Qiidlen des Shakespeare in 
Novellen, Mdrcken and Sagen, 1831, was the first collection of 
sources published anywhere since Charlotte Lennox’s in 1753-4. 
(J, P. Ciollier followed with his Shakespeare's Library, 1843, VV. G. 
Ila/litt later, and Sir I. Golhancz in 1907 with his Shakespeare 
Classics.) Delius issued his Shakespeare Ij:xicon in 1852 and his 
study of Elizabethan theatrical conditions in 1853. His text, first 
issued in 1854, was chosen by Furnivall for the Leopold Shakespeare. 
The tercentenary in 18G4 ptoduced effects in two opposite 
directions. Gustav Riimclin issued his ‘realist’ counterblast to 
Shakespeare idolatry and the Dtutsche Shakespeare-Geselhchafl was 
founded. Its sixty-eight Yearbooks form a scries of concentrated 
and unbroken scholarship (even in war-time) to which there is 
no exact parallel in any English-speaking country.^ 

The end of the eighteenth century’ s.tw the need of a study of 
the history and conditions of the theatre. Malone’s 1790 in- 
vestigation laid the foundations, and J. P. Collier’s three-volume 
History of 1831 is one of the great early landmarks. In Germany 
Tieck, insjiircd by the Alabaster Roxana print first republished 
in 1825, prepared a reconstruction of the Fortune Theatre, the 


* Grrman scholars have contributed to everv serious branch of Shakesprnre 
scholarship, and r.bisdi and bchucLinij’s Ihblwurntihy indicates the specific ton- 
tributions of such men as Aronsirin, Bolie, Brandi, Brotanek, Albeit Cohn, 
Crcizcnach, Eckhardt, Elzc, Rudolf Fischer, Wilhelm Franz, Gaedcriz, Gundolf, 
Hermann Isaac, WolfiranR Keller, Leon Kellner, Koeppel, Leo, Loening, Otto 
Ludwig, Morsbach, S.irrazin, Alexander Schmidt, Schiicking, Sicvcrs, V’iclor, 
Walzcl, and Max J. Woltf. 
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fifbt attempt of its kind. His influence on German stage practice 
was profound. In England iBpj. saw the first attc’inpt, under 
Planchc, to produce a play in tlic Elizabethan manner. It was 
The Taming oj the Shrew, done before curtains, without scenery, 
and with locality boards. Delius was concerned with stage con- 
ditions and contemporary stage directions, but the great impetus 
came svith the publication of the Swan drawing in K. T. 
Gaedertz’s henntnis ehr altenglischen lUihne, iff'fB. This was 
taken up by scholars cver\ where, and Geneve, Brodmeier, 
Wegener, Ncuendorff and CVei/enach in Geim.inv, and G. F. 
Reynolds, W. J. Lawrence, William Archei. V. Alliright, T. S. 
Graves, A. II. Thorndike, J. Q. Adams, G. W. Wall.ue. Lily B. 
Campbell, together with A. Feulllerat all contrilmted fact and 
theory to build up the {lictuie presented in E. K. (Chambers’s 
monumental Elizahtthan Stage, I0.J3- Of outstanding merit, in 
their different approaches, are the contiibiitions of G. F. Rey- 
nolds, of W.J. Lawrence, of William I’oel and the I'.li/.ibethan 
.Stage Society, and above all of W. W. (»i«g in his llenslowe's 
Diary (1904 and lOoM), and his indispensable Do<unieril\ of the 
Elizabethan Playhouse, 19 )1. The piesent writer has cnde.ivoured 
to pursue new paths in .Shakesfuate as Man of the 'llualre and 
Production and Stage Monag>ment at the /{larl.jnars 'Iheatre. The 
most valuable applii ation of theatri< al knowledge to the crilicLsm 
of the plays is in 11 . Gianville-Baiker’s exhaustive Prcjaces to 
Shakespeare, 1927 and 1930. 

'I he eighteenth centurs, in The»»bald and Cpion, w.as con- 
cerned with problems of grammar, but no foini.d study w.as 
written until E. A. Abbott’s Stiakespiarr (Irammar, i '!(')(). Clon- 
tinental scholars contributed much. Wilhelm Fran/.’s ShaUspeare- 
Grammatik, 1898-1900, is the standard work. Henry Bi.adley, 
Wyld and jespersen have illuminated .Shakespeare’s linguistic 
practice. Wilhelm Victor, Zachrisson, Ekwall and .Sievers have 
built up Shakespeare’s pronunciation, folhiwing in the wake of 
A. J. Ellis, 1867-89, and using the old gr.unm.irians reprinted 
by Brotanck. Percy Simpson (1910) and A. W. Pollard have 
revolutionised the study of punctuation, and George Gordon’s 
Shakespeare*s English (1928J is the best short discussion of vocabu- 
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lary. The study of Shakespeare’s language has been facilitated 
by a host of glossaries and concordances. In 1 790 S. Ayscough’s 
Index was the first comprehensive concordance ; 1 822 saw Nares’s 
Glossary^ and 1845 Mrs Cowden Clarke’s Complete Concordance. 
Nares was valuably enlarged by Halliwcll and Wright in 1859. 
Dyce’s valuable glossary appeared in i86j,, and 1874 produced 
A. Schmidt’s indispensable Shakespeare Lexicon. J. Bartlett’s 
standard Concordance appeared in 1894, and the most recent and 
valuable publications arc C. T. Onions’s Shakespeare Glossary 
(1911) and Skeat and Mayhew’s Glossary of Tudor and Stuart 
Words (191/1). 

On the borderline of scholarship and aesthetics lies the newly 
fashionable study ol imagery on psychological principles. Walter 
Whiter opened the subject in lyo-}. William Spalding had some 
penetrating remarks in 1833. Halpin and the old Shakespeare 
Society, and Turnivall and the New Shakspcrc Society, were 
not unconcerned with processes and with specific fields of im- 
agery, but not until the present century, largely in the wake of 
the fashion for Donne and the Metaphysicals, did the problem 
become acute. In 1918 (published 1924) II. W. Wells made a 
penetrating analysis of Eli/.abcthan Poetic Imagery, G. Rylands’s 
Words and Poetry (1928) was a sensitive study. Elizabeth Holmes 
in 1929 published Aspects of Elizabethan Imagery, Edmund Blunden 
in Shakespeare's Significances (1928) brought a poet’s knowledge 
of processes to the imagery of h'ing Ij’ar. (1. WiKon Knight in 
The Wheel of Fire, 1930, The Imperial Theme, 1931, and Shake- 
speare's Temp‘’st, 1932, made stitnulating if not always acceptable 
suggestions, and Ciaroliiic Spurgeon has tackled the problem 
methodically and as a whole by me.ans of card indexes, and has 
issued samples of her findings in Leading motives in the Imagery of 
Shakespeare's Tragedies, 1930, and Shakespeare's Iterative Imagery, 
1931. Of considerable value is the renewed attention given 
to the psychological background of Shakespeare’s plays. The 
pioneer was Richard Eoening in his Ueber die physiologischen Grund- 
lagen der Shakespeareschen Pychologie in the Shakespeare- Jahrbuch 
for 1895, followed by S. Singer in the Jahrbuch for 1900. More 
recently a brilliant band of American scholars, including M. W. 
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Bundy, Hardin Craig, Ruth L. Anderson, Lily B. Campbell and 
W. W. Lawrence, have contributed inatcri.illy to our under- 
standing of Klizabethan conceptions of physiological psychology 
and their significance in interpreting the jilays. American 
scholars have also contributed largely to the study of the re- 
lations between Shakespeare and his contemporaries. A. H. 
Thorndike’s Injluence of Ikaumont and I'Utcher on Shaktwpeart, 1901, 
was of pioneer importance, and his lit hitions of Ilanih l to Contem- 
porary revenge plays, 1902, and L. L. Stoll’s Afarston and the Mal- 
content Type, 1906, and his Hamlet: -In historical and compaiative 
study, 1919, provide the best type of comparative study. Rounded 
pictures of Shakespeare are still siaice, but outstanding works 
include R. M. Ahlen’s Shakespeare, 1922, J. Ad.iins’s Life of 
William Shaktspeare, 192;^, .Sidney Lee’s valuable and standard 
repository A Life of William Shakespeare, Is. K. Chambers’s ex- 
haustive survey of problems William Shakespeare, 2 volumes, i (j^o, 
and Walter Raleigh’s brilliant sketch, 1907. Ceorge Urandes’s 
William Shakespeare, iH9<i, d<'spite its many laults did much for 
Shakespeare on the Continent, and the ( ierman lives by A. Brandi 
and by Max J. Wollf have pet haps been unjustly neglected in 
this country. 

The last direction of research is the bibliographical, and here 
the results have been brilliant and sjtet tacular. In Notes and 
Queries, one of the most valuable nineteenth-ientury repositories 
of minor Shakespeare siholarship, on July ist, ih7i, Richard 
Simpson asked. Are thin any extant MSS in Shaktspeare' s hand- 
writing? and was the first to suggest that part ol Sir 'Jhomas More 
was in Shakespeare’s au’ftgraph. ‘T he way in which the letters 
arc formed is absolutely the same as the way in which they are 
formed in the signatures of sh.ikespcare ’, and on September 2 ist, 
1872, James Spedding said, ‘T o know what kind of hand Shake- 
speare wrote would often help to dist over what words he wrote’. 
Henry Bradley in 1906 suggested ‘that the conjectural criticism 
of Elizabethan texts has hitherto taken far too little into account 
the peculiarities of the handwriting of the period. ... It would be 
a considerable help to textual critics if some one would com- 
pile a judiciously classified list of the kinds of mistakes most 
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frequently met with in the original editions of sixteenth cen- 
tury works’. Since then the stream has grown in force, and 
through Sir E. M. Thompson’s Shakespeare's Handwriting, 1916, 
Shakespeare's Hand in the Play of ‘Sir Thomas More,' 1923, and 
W. W. Greg’s careful edition of the play in 191 1 conviction has 
grown to support specific and detailed study of the text in the 
light of known peculiarities of Elizabethan handwriting, and 
with the collaboration at different points of Hilary Jenkinson, 
R. B. McKcrrow, A. W. Pollard and W. W. Greg, The New 
Shakespeare (1921- ), under the textual direction of J. Dover 
Wilson, is examining afresh all disputed and many undisputed 
readings. T he main direction of bibliographical investigation, 
however, is conterned with the copy for the printer, and the 
transmission of the text. The problem emerged in the pioneer 
work done by A. W. Pollard, W. W. Greg and W. J. Ncidig in 
dealing up the mystery of Certain false dates in Shakespearean 
quartos {The Libraty, 1908). A. W. Pollard, the Dean of 
living bibliographers, in Shakespeare Folios and Qiiartos, 1909, 
d New Shakespeare Qjtarto, Richard II, 1598 (191G), Shakespeare' s 
Fight U'ith the Piratis, 1917 and 1920, and The Foundations 
of Shakespeare's Text, 1923, has revolutionised the study of the 
transmission of the text, and instituted valuable categories of 
‘Good and Bad Quartos’, of the highest promise for future 
research. The full story of the adventure still remains to be 
published by Dr Pollard. The Bibliogiaphical Society, and the 
Malone Society (1907) have both ensured the success of the 
bibliographical method, and the new Oxfoid edition of the 
woiks by R. B. McKcrrow will embody all the findings. 

The eighteenth century was the great age of pioneers working 
in a virgin forest of text, annotating it, and opening up fields of 
scholarly research under the direction of a growing idolatry and 
furor. The nineteenth century is so richly strewn with mono- 
graphs and learned articles tliat the paths, when they can be 
seen, are found to be, in the main, the work of journeymen, 
often inspired journeymen it is true, contributing each his 
portion to the cleaning up of the text, the formation pf a picture 
of Shakespeare tlie dramatist, and his relations with the age he 
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lived in. The century was so confused by conflicting loyalties to 
ethical and scientific positions that much of its most valuable 
work was achieved in spite of the times. During the last fifty 
years a growing realism of attatk has produced a vast quantity 
of new pioneer work revising the whole field, working at first 
hand on neglected or misunderstood documents, questioning 
old orthodoxies with the higher criticism of intensive and minute 
bibliographical inquiry, and. in effect, throwing the whole mass 
of Shakespeare scholarship once inoic into the melting-pot. 
These minuter studies arc in danger of obscuring the general 
picture of Shakespeare’s achievement, but in three- diicctions at 
least, the text, the theatre, and the poetry, thc-re arc signs of 
concentrated attack of the highest promise for the- desired syn- 
thesis. It would seem as though the luture of Shakes])eart; 
.scholarship lies in the organisation of new co-operative methods. 
A .systematic stock-taking of what has alrc-ady been ai hieved will 
indicate much of what remains to be done. The new objectivity 
of research to-day is paiticularly f.ivourable to .such methods. 
By proper allocation and appoitiomnent of tasks between the 
Shakespeare Association of l-.ngland, the. Shakespeare- Assoc iation 
of America, and the (Jerman .Shakespc-arc-(»c-scllschalt, and by 
organised University seminar work o»i specific problems, many of 
the projects at present beyond the- individu.d’s c apac ity could be 
brought to fruition. We need a complete jiicture of l-di/abcnhan 
authorship, patronage, literary groupings, publii ation, etc:., on 
the lines suggested bylSheavyn, Kve lyn Albright and .\h Kerrow: 
we need a real survey of Shakf-spearc;’s predc-ccssois and the 
evolution of the earlier dram.i: we nerd, surprisingly enough, a 
satisfactory history and classification of l.lizabethan drama as 
a whole: we need the full truth about the growth of Renaissance 
drama, and an c.\act account of Shakespeare’s own theatrical 
practice and how far it conforms with or differs from the com- 
mon behaviour of the time: we want to know about the inn- 
yards and the Academic Drama (a volume of translations from 
the Latin would in itself acquire merit) : we need a full study of 
Shakespeare’s language, his jxiwers and paths of creation, and 
his processes of imagery in chronological evolution : we need a 
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systematic comparison of all Shakespeare’s writings with their 
source materials, and a concise account of the findings: we need 
a clear intellectual history of the Elizabethan and Jacobean 
ages. All these, and a hundred other practical and realisable 
tasks still remain to be completed, and not until they have been 
settled can we hope for a satisfying and scholarly account of 
‘The Mind and Art of Shakespeare’. 



SHAKESPEARE IN THE THEATRE 
FROM THE RESTORATION TO 
THE PRESENT TIME^ 

BY 

HAROLD CHILD 


Public stage-plays were prohibited by Patli.iinent in September 
I (31.2. The prohibition was lar from ciie«tu.tl; and one way of 
getting round it was the peiforinaiu e, under pietence of rope- 
dancing and the like, of ‘diolLs’, that is, extracts from plays or 
abbreviations of plays. Among these may luue been the Merry 
Conceits oj Bottom the Weaiir, published with others in if)73. But 
the theatrical events of the Inteiiegnum have little diie< f bear- 
ing on the subseejuent history of Shakesjreare. '1 he first j)lay 
by Shakespeare to be acted after (or perhaps just before) the 
Restoration was aiiparcntly Pinclef, staged in the sjning or 
summer of iGfio at the Phoenix or Cockpit pl.iyhouse in Drury 
Lane by a company of young playeis c cillet ted by John RIickIc-s, 
a Iwokseller, who had formerly been wardiobe kc-c-per at the 
lilackfriars 'I'hcatrc. Of thi> company liettcTton (thc*n, jicrhajis, 
twenty-five years cild), who had bcTii apprenticc’d to the bcwik- 
selling, was a member, and soon a notable- one-. Another c ompany, 
chiefly composed of old players of King (Charles I’s days, was 
acting at the Red Bull playhouse in Clc-rkcnwc ll, and a third 
was set up by William Beeston at the playhouse in Salisbury 
Court, Whitefriars. Any Shakespeare which these companies 
acted must have been pei formed as near as possible in the pre- 

' No arcounf hai been lakrn in this chapter of productions outside the IJniinl 
Kinprdom. 
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Rebellion manner — whatever that may have become. The 
changes came in gradually, and began with a restriction on the 
freedom of the drama. In August 1660 an order was issued for 
a grant to Thomas Killigrew and Sir William D’Avenant of 
exclusive power to create two companies of players and to build 
two theatres; and this restriction was scarcely affected by a 
grant to George Jolly of power to keep a ‘nursery’ of young 
players. By November D’Avenant had formed his company, 
called the Duke’s, chiefly out of Rhodes’s young men, but with- 
out the best of them, Kynaston; and Killigrew formed the 
King’s Company chiefly out of the old actors, but adding to 
them Kynaston. A few dates may here be useful. J^ovember iith, 
I G60 : the King’s Company moved from the Red Bull to Gibbons’s 
tennis-court in Vere Street, where the Stoll picture-house now 
stands. June 1661 : the Duke’s Company opened its new theatre 
in Lincoln’s Inn Fields. May 16G3: the King’s Company moved 
to its new theatre (sometimes called the first Drury Lane) 
between Bry'dges Street and Drury Lane. 1G71: the Duke’s 
Company opened its new and grand theatre in Dorset Garden, 
Salisbury Court. January 2 ^lh, 1G72: the first Drury Lane was 
burned down, and the King’s Company moved for a time into 
the Duke’s old theatre in Lincoln’s Inn Fields. March 2nd, 1671; 
the second Drury Lane, built by Wren, was opened by the King’s 
Company. November iGfli: the two companies, amalgamated 
into one, began to act at Drury I.anc. 1695: Betterton and 
others seceded from Drury Lane and set up in a new theatre in 
Lincoln’s Inn Fields. 1705: this company moved to the great 
new theatre built by Sir John Vanbrugh in the Haymarket. 
1708: the two companies again amalgamated and acted at 
Drury Lane. 1710: Betterton died. 

On December 1 2th, 1 6G0, a royal warrant gave D’Avenant the 
exclusive right to the performance of The Tempest, Measure for 
Measure, Much Ado about J^othing, Romeo and Juliet, Twelfth Nl^ht, 
King Henry VIII, King Uar, Macbeth, and Hamlet, and two 
months’ right in Pericles. On August 20th, 1G68, another warrant 
gave the Duke’s Timon of Athens, Troilus and Cressida, and King 
Henry 17 ; and on January 12th, 1G69, the King’s \<rcrc granted 
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The Tale^ Kingjohn^ King Richard II, The Tivo Gentlemen of 

Verona, The Merry U /;vi of Windsor^ The Comedy of Errors, Love's 
Labour's Lost^ A Alidsumnur ,\ight's Dream, I he Menhant of Venice, 
As You Like It, I he Taming of the Shrew, AWs Will that Ends Well, 
A ing Henry IV, A ing Richard III, Coriolanus, 7 itus Andronicus, Julius 
Caesar, Othello (c.'illcd The Moor of IVwitr), Antony and Choftatra, 
and Cymbfline. D’Avenant, that is, h.ivint^ first pic k, chose four 
tragedies that were likely to he popular, only four comedies (on 
three of which he cer tainly, and on the fouiih probably, had 
designs) and, in King Ilenty VIII, the most sjkh taciilar of the 
histories. The King’s Clornpany. being mainly composed of 
old actors, would not be very ill-content with the old ways. 
D’Avenant, ever an innovator, had new ideas. 1 Ic expressly asked 
Ibr a warrant of December rath, ibfio, for the purpose of 
‘reforming’ the plays named in it and ‘making them lit’ for his 
company, and he soon showed wh.it h(‘ meant. 

On August 2j.th, iGGi, Pepys went to Limoln’s Inn Fields 
(‘the Opera’, he calls it) and there ^.iw Ilamltt, Pnnci of Denmark, 
done with scenes very well. On Fc'bruary iMth, if)b.!, he saw at 
the same theatre I he Law againU Lovers, ‘a good play and well 
performed, especially the little cnrl’.. . .daru ing and singirrg; 
and were it not for her, the loss ol’ Rox.d.ina would spoil the 
house’. Here already arc two nc'w factors tci consider, scene's 
and woinen-players. 

It was not, in all probability, IVAvenant at his ‘Opera’, but 
Killigrcw with his old actors in Verc Street, who first brought 
upon the public stage ])i ofession.il ac lrc*sscs. On December dih, 
iG6o, he produced Otlullo, w'ith Mrs Hughes as Desdemona and 
Mrs Rutter as Emilia. But D’Avc riaru’s theatre w'as the first to 
foreshadow the incalculable change whir h this meant in the 
presentation of Shakespeare. Mr Granville-Barkcr has pointed 
out how Shakespeare took advaniag<! of the convention of his 
time to avoid — even in Romeo and Juliet and in Antony and Cleo- 
patra — direct sex-apfical, and to give his wornen-c haracters in- 
sight and humour, a quick wit and a shrewd tongue instead. 
The introduction of actresses — especially in a period of great 
sexual freeclom and in a theatre more directly than before under 
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the favour of a licentious Court — showed a lack in Shakespeare 
which the Restoration people very quickly tried to fill. Hence 
‘the little girl’ in The Law against Lovers (which, in spite of its 
title, was a Shakespearian work). She is only a pert little piece, 
of no importance to the play; but she is a very early example of 
that exploitation of femininity which was to lead to some sur- 
prising liberties with the plays of Shakespeare, and to continue 
even into the nineteenth century. And already we find Pepys 
lamenting the absence of a certain actress, Roxalana, the 
beautiful Mrs Davenport, who had lately been lured off the 
stage by a moc k-niarriagc w'ith a nobleman. 

Hamlet was ‘done with .scenes very well’; and once more we 
arc on the edge of a difference — not yet great but destined to 
berome so — between the playing of Shakespeare before and after 
the Interregnum, before the dosing of the playhouses the public 
stage had been learning from the masques about spectacle and the 
decoration of drama; and D’Avenant, whose Salmacida Spolia 
(1640) was the last of the royal masques, produced some time in 
1656 in a room behind Rutland House, Aldensgate Street, his 
‘opera’. The Siege of Rhodes, which had ‘scenes in prospective’. 
These scenes consisted of permanent side-wings painted to re- 
present rocks and cliffs, and of shutters, or flats, which could be 
run together and changed, in sight of the audience, to make 
different backgrounds, 'fhcie was no attempt at creating the 
illusion that what the audience saw was not a stage setting but a 
real place. The old hangings had been replaced by pictures, that 
was all; and the pictures were framed within a proscenium. The 
stage still projected a long way in front of the proscenium; and, 
although the inner stage of the pre-war days had been increased 
in size and in importance, the art of acting was still largely the 
art of declamation and gesture on an open platform with the 
audience on three sides of it. Yet the implications of the change 
were important. In the first place, the complete and definite 
localisation of the scene had at least begun. For a century and 
more the changing of a scene would go on taking place in sight 
of the audience by the drawing back of the flats, while a player, 
standing at ease on the fore-stage, would see, say, his liofary walls 
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disappear and himself thus transferred from his home to any- 
where else that the dramatist might please; but tlic idea of 
localisation was at work, and was to lead to much dilliculty and 
xiolcncc in the production on a localised stage of so loosely 
localised and occasionally unlocalised a drama as Shakespeare’s. 
Secondly, the idea of scenery and of spectacle as things to be 
cultivated for their own sakc's was tr.in-^ferred fiom the masques 
(specially composed for sue h [)iirpoM\s) to drama that had been 
written for very different purposes; and the implication w;is that 
that drama might be sacrificed at pleasure to the claims of 
scenery and spc'ctacle. 

It was, however, by no means only the new toys they had to 
play with — actresses, painted scene's and nu'chanical devices--- 
which induced the men of the Restoiation to tampcT with the 
drama of Shakespeare. They had their principle's. D’Avenant, 
at any rate, had; and during hi^ lifetime (he dic'd in ilifiJJ) the 
treatment of Shakespeare at his theatre was detc rminc'd by these 
principles more than by the preM iic e of actresses and muc h 
more than by the dc'sire for scenic display. The King’s (lompany 
went on playing Sliakc'spearc abbic'viaied but not adaplc'd* - 
with one exception. That exception was a longh, c oarse vc'ision 
of 1 he Taming of the S/unv, called Sauny the Scot, allrihaited to 
Lacy, who himself [)laycd Satiny ((irinnio). 'I'liis prose play, 
with its new fifth act and very hc#mely humour, suggi'sts some- 
thing botched up fcjr suirepiiiious per formarn e after the war 
was over and Lacy, a lieutenant in the King’s army, had re- 
turned to civil life. But this sort of treatment was the very 
opposite of D’ A venant’^, D’Avenant has been called ‘almost a 
prude*. To him Shakespc'are was an author who needed not 
coarsening but refining, espec ially in his c comedies. Let us agree 
at once (with The Temped shortly to tome under notice) that 
some of the Restoration refinement can make our own stomachs 
turn; but there is evidence in Pepys that Shakc'speare*s comedies, 
as they stood, seemed to that age ‘silly’ ; and that in comedy and 
tragedy alike, they believed they could improve him by means 
of what they had learned from Ben Jonson and from France. 
D’Avcnanf and his followers wcic half-hearted and incciiisistent. 
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They did not always observe the unities of time and place, nor 
always keep tragedy and comedy apart, nor always avoid violent 
action on the stage. But they strove for symmetry of plot and 
balance of persons and consistency of character; they tried to 
make the action easy to follow, and every word of the dialogue 
comprehensible and strictly to the point. They tried to polish 
and to regulate; and Shakespeare, himself a valiant adapter, 
would probably have admitted them right in principle, and 
laughed, or sworn, at the havoc they made of his poetry, his 
fancy, the range and freedom of his thought and knowledge. It 
was scarcely their fault they did not know when to let well alone. 
The record by Downes that Betterton was coached in Hamlet 
by D’Avenant, who had seen the part acted by Taylor, who had 
succeeded Burbage in it, seems to imply a care for the pure 
tradition; and Hamlet, in fact, was only pretty drastically cut, 
especially in the long speeches. Yet even in Hamlet D’Avenant 
could not let the diction alone. He must needs alter it even 
in the passages marked for omission on the stage. But any 
journalist who has had to 'reform and make fit’ other people’s 
articles will understand how his pen took charge. 

Like Garrick (and like Mr J. M. Robertson) D’Avenant had a 
true reverence for Shakespeare, though belief in it is sorely tried 
by three of his productions. Pepys’s ‘little girl’ was acting Viola, 
a character in The Law against Lovers, in which D’Avenant ran 
together Measure for Measure and Benedick and Beatrice out of 
Much Ado about J^othing. The refining hand is plainly visible. The 
language is trimmed and tamed, and prose is turned into blank 
verse. The low comedy characters arc cut out. And Angelo is 
made respectable : he was only testing Isabella’s virtue before he 
should proclaim his honourable love for her. D’ Avenant’s Measure 
for Measure was thus changed from tragi-comedy into comedy 
as D’Avenant understood it. His Macbeth shows still more strongly 
his desire for balance and for consistency. Macbeth and Lady 
Macbeth are both more whole-heartedly and simply evil than 
in Shakespeare; and to balance the evil pair there must be a 
consistenUy good pair, Macduff and Lady Macduff. The Porter 
must go, since this is a tragedy. At tlic end all the pbetry is cut 
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out of Macbeth’s part; and as for the diction, it is hard to say 
whether D’Avenant’s rhymed couplets or his bluiiderinji; blank 
verse are less like the Shakespeare they replace. But they arc 
certainly more refined. 

The divell damne thee hl.»cke, thou crcani-f.ic’d Luone: 

VVlicre got’st thou Uiat CJoose-looke? 

says the Folio. 

Now Friend, what means thy ch.ingc of countenance? 

says D’Avenant. But not even refinement can explain the 
change of 

After Lifes fitful Fewer, he sleepes well, 

into 

He, after life’s short fe.tvor, now sleeps; Well. 

Yet the play would doubtless go with a bang in performance 
(it held the stage till Gatrick ousted it); and it was not at first 
all overlaid with spe« tacle, as it was to be in 167^. There was, 
indeed, a good deal of tniji-door and flying-mac hine stuff for 
witches and ghosts, and the supernatural part was, in general, 
purged of mystery and revealed in the clear light of acrobatics; 
but it was not the desire to ‘operatise’ the play in that sense 
which led to the chief of D’Avenant’s rewriting. Nor was it so 
even with that very nasty piec'c of ‘ refine mrni ’, the version of 
The Tempest produced at Lincoln’s Inn Fields in November 
1667. The idea was D’Avenant’s; and at the root of it lies the old 
desire for balanc e, consistency and triinness. 'Flic execution must 
be mainly Dryden’s, pat tly because he said so, partly because that 
great man could be a very nasty writer .ind D’Avc*nant was never 
that, and partly because (with due we ight given to his TroUus 
and Cressida) Drydcn was too good a poet to tinker needlessly 
with Shakespeare’s verse as D’Avenant did ; and on the whole this 
Tempest is freer from that vice than the Macbeth or The Law 
against Lovers. But all the mystery, the charm, the wisdom have 
been sacrificed to symmetry, to consistency and to the ‘lovc- 
intcrest’ which from now on asserts itself more and more irt 
adaptations from Shakespeare. Miranda (who had never seen 
a man) and Ferdin.ind must be balanced by Hippolito (who 
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had never seen a woman) and Dorinda, another daughter for 
Prospero. Caliban must have a sister, Sycorax, who makes 
amorous advances to ‘Trincalo’, and even Ariel must have ‘a 
gentle Spirit for his Love’, named Milcha, whose only use is to 
dance with him at the close. The cast (as usual in these adapta- 
tions) is cut down, but the comedy of the sailors (made much 
‘lower’ comedy than before) is retained. The whole is the capital 
example of the dilTcrcnce between the two conceptions of dra- 
matic form. The Restoration (and the men that followed upon 
it) honestly thought that they were refining the rough work of 
an artless genius. 

D’Avenant, no doubt, loved spectacle and the devices of stage- 
craft. His production of Iiing Ihnry VIII was splendid with 
costumes, processions and ‘shows’ (or tableaux, as we might 
call them) of massed figures — some of them, no doubt, painted 
in perspective. But meanwhile the King’s Company in Vere 
Street and at Drury Lane were staging other than Shakespearian 
plays with even greater splendour; and it was after D’Avenant’s 
death in 1668 and the opening in November 1671 of the theatre 
in Dorset Garden, which he had projected, that Betterton, now 
in fact in control, went to lengths in this respect at which even 
D’Avenant might have hesitated. It was in April 1674 that 
Dorset Garden staged Shadwell’s alteration of D’Avenant and 
Dryden’s Tempest, in which (though the changes in the book are 
not great) the intention is frankly not drama but entertainment 
by music, spectacle and dancing. 

Now the turn of the tragedies had come. It has been suggested 
that this was partly because the years 1G78-82 were full of 
political anxiety; and that then, a.s round about 1715 and in 
other internal crises, the theatre sought wisdom from Shake- 
speare’s tragedies, especially from Conolanus and from King 
Richard II. This docs not, however, altogether c.\ plain the rush 
of rehandling Shakespeare, in all degrees from almost total i c- 
writing to adaptive alteration, which in those years involved 
half a score of the tragedies. Perhaps Rymer’s book on The 
Tragedies of the Last Age (1678) had some influence; but before 
that was published Dryden had, in All for Love, takcK a Shake- 
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spearian theme, that of Antony and Clropatra, and written on it 
a play which exemplified his views of dramatic construction, 
especially in the matter of balance of characters. This play was 
produced at Drury Lane in 1677-8. At the same theatre in 
1678 Ravenscrofi made Titus AnJronicus more horrible than the 
original. In that year also Dorset Garden saw Shailwell’s work- 
manlike version of Timon of Atlum, with a strong love-interest 
added, and not too much bother al>oiit the rules, and Dryden’s 
still more workmanlike Troilu^ and Crftsida, a regular tragedy, 
with characters so consistent and elevated that C'ressida is a 
faithful and ill-used heroine. In i()7f) 80 Otw.iy’s Caiits Marius, 
packing Romeo and Juliet off into the most unhomelike exile in 
ancient Rome, first allowed Juliet (Lavini.i) to wake bcr«)re 
Romeo (Marius junior) is dead, thus setting a fashion which 
prevailed into the nineteenth century. And, probably in 
December 1680, we come ujion him whtnn a good critic, has 
called not the villain but the < lown of the ])ie( e, Nahum 'Pate. 
His fling Richard II (qui< kly sttppressed by auth«)rity, and vainly 
revived as The Sicilian Usutper], with its uxorious hero, its whiffs 
of the ‘lovc-and-hoiiour’ essence of heroic tragedy, its low- 
comedy York and the tri< k table whi( h robbed the imprisoned 
monarch of his victuals, was acted at Drury I.ane; it was the 
other house that early in i()8i put on his adaptation of A'intj Ijtar, 
which, giving Cordelia a lover in Kdgai, (utting out the Tend, 
and arranging a happy ending with Lear alive and ('ordelia 
married, kept Shakespc.ire’s King Lar from the st.agc till Ldmund 
Kean’s day. What '1 .ite thought he was doing to improve 
Coriolanus when, at Drmw Lane in i68i-'j, he turned it into The 
Ingratitude of a Commonwealth is h.irder still to discern; and the 
increased love-interest, with suicide, attempted rape and other 
dainty devices, could not make a success of the clumsy and 
untidy piece, even with its first hearers. There remain to be 
mentioned Crownc’s two preitv workm.mlike ad iptaiions from 
King Henry I'l, both .\rtcd at Dorset fJ.irden in 1680 and 1681: 
Henry 17 , The FirU Part, and The Misery of Civil IVar; and art 
adaptation by D’Urfcy of Cymbdine, ai led at Drury Lane at a 
date uncertain, under the title of The Injur'd Princess, which 
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trims up Shakespeare’s play and adds a nice little new plot 
which includes the exhibition on the stage of an attempted rape 
and the putting out of Pisanio’s eyes. 

After 1682, when rivalry between the two houses was stilled 
by the amalgamation and Betterton found himself in possession 
of the King’s Company’s repertory as well as of his own, the 
rush of new versions ceased, although the political incentive had 
not been withdrawn. The next notable adaptation was not seen 
for ten years; and then Betterton went further than D’Avenant 
had ever done in making a fine show of music and machines. 
The Fairy Qtieen was a version of A Midsummer Night's Dream 
produced at the Dorset Garden house in 1692. Purcell’s music 
endears its memory; but what its first audiences enjoyed more 
was the scenery and the spectacle. The extant descriptions of the 
scenery' show that by this time the public stage was surpassing 
all that the masques had done. If this ‘opera’ achieved only half 
that it aimed at, it must have been a triumph of ingenuity in 
the use of shutters or flats, cut-out wings and scenes, back cloths, 
running water and much else. It is only fair to note that the 
text was not very grievously knocked about. The dialogue was 
tamed a little, and there was some rc-arrangement of scenes to 
make room for all the music, dancing and spectacle, in which 
monkeys and Chinese persons and properties had a place. 
Though too costly to make much profit, the show was a great 
success; and it tipped the scales heavily against simplicity in the 
production of Shakespeare’s comedies. Between 1G95 and the 
death of Betterton in 1710, more of the same sort of thing was 
produced by him at Lincoln’s Inn Fields and the new theatre in 
the Haymarket. In 1699 came Measure for Measure, probably 
arranged by Charles Gildon, which, throwing overboard not 
only all the comic characters but also all D'Avenant’s interpola- 
tions from Much Ado about Nothing, goes back towards the original 
and presents a compact play, short enough to leave plenty of room 
for the masque and other spectacular and musical additions. 
In 1701 came The Jew of Venice, by (icorge Granville, Lord 
Lansdowne. Because Shylork was played by Dogget, it has been 
supposed tliat Granville made tlic part purely comic; but there 
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is no warrant for that in the text of his version. His Shylock is 
not so far from Shakespeare’s as the rest of the playj once more 
we have a trimmed, debased and neatly jointed action, witli 
room in it for a great m:isquc. \’ery much worse was C'harles 
Burnaby’s dull and vulgar version of Twelfth Js'ight, called Love 
Betray d (Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 1703), altered to make room for a 
masque that was never presented. Meanwhile, for Drur>- Lane 
John Dennis had prepared his tedious and dirty perversion of 
The Merry Wives of Windw, called The Comical Gallant (1702). 
Finally, one very famous adaptation of a tragedy belongs to this 
period, Colley Cibber’s King Richard FFI, produced at Drury 
Lane in 1 700 and maintained on the stage whole or in part until 
very recent times. Cibber’s work is not to be lightly condemned. 
It is a hodge-podge of several ol'tlie Histories ; much of the added 
dialogue is flat and poor, and there is some ‘love-interest’ and 
some added violence. But Cibber’s Ridiard is a finer part for 
a ‘star’ than Shakespeare’s, and his whole play is first-rate 
‘theatre*. 

Othello, Julius Caesar, King If- my Fl\ FFamlct — these four were 
left unmanglcd, save for some reasonable cutting. For the rest, 
the age had set an example of altering Shakespeare, atxl that 
example was pretty consistently followed till within living 
memory. But in the next era, in whi< h the leading theatre 
was chiefly under the management of Wilks, Dogget, Colley 
Cibber, Barton Booth and Steele in various combinations, a 
physical change was made of an imjxutance which few can have 
then foreseen. In order to make the pit bigger. Rich, the 
manager of Drury Lant , cut off some of the fore-stage. 'I he more 
open the platform, the more chain e there was for a drama of a 
free and fluid structure. The more the play was pushed back 
towards and behind the proscenium an h, the more need there 
was for a new technique in production; and henceforth there 
was a continuous scries of attempts (culminating in the theatre 
of Beerbohm Tree) to fit Shakespeare not (as I)r\'den, D’Avenant 
and their like had) into new critical rules, but into a stage for 
which his plays were not written. 

The period between Betterton and Garrick was, on the whole. 
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a good time for Shakespeare. The Opera (as Vanbrugh’s theatre 
had become) in the Haymarkct, by putting on spectacular pro- 
ductions, was relieving Shakespeare and the drama of that 
liability; and when, in the seventeen-twenties, Rich started 
pantomime at Lincoln’s Inn Fields and Drury Lane followed 
suit, the relief was even greater. It seems possible, indeed, that 
scenically Shakespeare was kept rather short. At Drury Lane 
his plays were mounted dctcntly, but they were not pampered. 
It speaks all the better for the age that so many of them were in 
favour. I’hc Restoration versions prevailed for the most part; 
but Lincoln’s Inn Fields played Shakespeare’s Coriolanus, not 
Tate’s, and revived several other plays which had been neg- 
lected. And the period was not prolific in new adaptations. In 
17 1() two people made farces out of the Sly business in The 
laming of the Shrew, and a musician made a comic masque out of 
the < lowns in A Midsummer AVg/ifi' Dream. In 1719 Drury Lane 
staged a very bad version of Julius Caesar, and also (not without 
an eye on the Pretender and the ’15) a dismal sort of cold shape 
made by Dennis out of Coriolanus and called The Invader of his 
C'otfn/y;aiul Lincoln’s Inn Fields (politics again) tried Theobald’s 
King Richard 11 , with a new love-interest in it. Aaron Hill dan- 
dified King llitny V, and there were others; but these feeble 
versions, in the best of which ‘ refinement ’ seems the only pur- 
pose, did not last, whereas the Restoration versions for the most 
part did. The last years of the period showed a decided swing 
back towards Shakespeare. In 1737 or thereabouts King 
Richard 11 , without either 'Fhcobald or Tate, and King Henry V, 
with all the comic characters put buck, were played at Cbvent 
Carden (the new llieatrc opened in December 1732). And in 
1 740-4 1 came Mac klin — Macklin who dressed Macbeth in Scottish 
garments; who restoied at Drury Lane Shakespeare’s Merchant 
oj Venice, and, rescuing Shylock from low comedians like Griffin, 
presented what his age, at any rate, accepted as ‘The Jew that 
Shakespeare drew’ — a monster of malevolence and cunning It 
has been suggested that to Macklin’s inllucncc was due also the 
restoration at Drury Lane of Shakespeare’s As You Like It and 
Twdjth Kight. 'i’he movement back to Shakespeare was well on 
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its way when Garrick took the town by storm. The productions 
had interpolated music (by Arne and other good composers), 
and dances between the acts; but spectacle was not a rival of 
drama, and the notion of ‘improving’ Shakespeare by the rules 
was weakening fast. 

Then came Garrick, bursting into fame at an unlicensed, un- 
fashionable theatre, Goodman’s Fields, which in 1740-41 had 
put on The Winter's Tale and AWs Well that Ends IFt//, showing 
how the vogue of Shakespeare’s comedies had spread in the first 
half of the century. Garrick came in on the crest of the wave of 
Shakespearian study by more or less competent pre-Johnson 
editors, and in the dawn of the ‘ return to nature’ which heralded 
the romantic movement. As actor, there can be little question 
of his influence for good. If it be tiue that, when Benedick said, 
‘Hang me in a bottle like a cat and shoot at me’, Garrick de- 
scribed in pantomime every step in tlic j)roccss, he would have 
to do it with extraordinary brilliance and swiftness of gesture 
not to be considered by modern t istc a fussy player with little 
sense of proportion; and in Abel Drugger and other parts he 
was capable of irrelevant clowning. On the other hand, Davies’s 
description of his Hamlet is alone enough to prove that by his 
power and range of personal expression he substituted repre- 
sentation for the fine old formal declamation of (^uin and the 
others, and paved the way for the romantics, Edmund Kean, 
even Edwin Forrest and Junius Brutus Booth. In staging, too, 
he worked reforms. It is no longer believed that he introduced 
footlights; but in France he learned a good deal about lighting, 
which he used. He engaged good scene-painters (among them 
De Loutherbourg, whom, however, he apparently never allowed 
to paint a single scene for Shakcsj)care) ; and in 1765 gave their 
work a fair chance of being seen by banishing the audience from 
the stage. He brought back the decency and trimness of setting 
which had declined since Cibber and his friends were fresh at 
Drury Lane; and before the end of his long reign he had carried 
forward the movement (begun at least as far back as Aaron 
Hill) towards appropriate period and place in costume — his 
King Lear of 1776, for instance, was ‘judiciously habited in old 



338 SHAKESPEARE IN THE THEATRE 

English dresses’, or, at any rate, what the critic of the London 
Chronicle took for such. And, ‘star* though he was, the testi- 
mony of Mrs Clive and others seems to show that he at least had 
an inkling of a play as a single work of art, and of his players as 
parts of a whole, not merely as support for himself. Finally, he 
gave Shakespeare an enormous vogue, and set him up on a 
pedestal; and it was not all his fault (since many of the best 
critics of his time admired his taste) that, when we look at the 
pedestal, we see at the top not Shakespeare but a Roubiliac 
convention of Shakespeare. He played a great deal of Shake- 
speare, with the great tragedies (e.\ccpt Julius Caesar and 
Coriolanus), five of the comedies and two of the histories very 
frequently in the bill. And he did much to restore the purity of 
tlie text to the stage. His Macbeth (1744) had a brand-new 
dying scene for Macbeth, but it cut out the D’Avenant stuff 
about Lady Macduff. He restored, very nearly in their true 
form, Coriolanus (1754), The Tempat (1757), Antony and Cleopatra 
(1759), and Cymbeline (1761) — Posthumus being one of his best 
parts. He brought back some of Shakespeare (especially of his 
language) into Romeo and Juliet (1754), though Otway’s notion 
of a dying scene between the lovers in the tomb held on till 
Kemble; into King Lear (1756) — but not very much; and into 
Timon of Athens (1771). But he made, or caused to be made, 
little entertainments out of A Midsummer Night's Dream, and The 
Taming oj the Shrew, and a neat little pastoral out of The Winter's 
Tale, and he had The Two Gentlemen of Verona thoroughly re- 
formed and made fit. None of this is very bad ; but Garrick did 
what not even Drydcn had dared to do: he laid hands on the 
structure and the story of Hamlet. That was in 1 772, when his 
head had been more than a little turned by tlie adulation with 
which Paris had backed up London’s willingness to believe him 
a great critic as well as a great actor; and his defiance of Voltaire 
had almost compelled him to prove that Shakespeare (with a 
little help from David Garrick) was not really a vulgar bar- 
barian. It was, in fact, from Voltaire himself, in L' Appel a toutes 
les natioru de I' Europe, that Garrick took much of his scheme for 
improving Hamlet. The result was never printed; but Professor 
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Odell has collected all the available accounts ofit, contemporary 
and later, and these strongly suggest that, besides cutting out the 
grave-diggers and otherwise obliging Voltaire, Garrick did in- 
deed alter the play ‘in the spirit of Bottom the Weaver’ and 
make his own part ‘fatter’ than it was. But he acted it so well 
that his version lived on, to be taken up by Henderson in 1777. 
The worst effect of Garrick as a whole was that he lent his great 
reputation as a student and champion of Shakespeare to the 
notion that Shakespeare was raw material, to be worked up by 
anyone who thought himself clever enough. That example was 
eagerly followed by Tate Wilkinson, for instance, and the pro- 
vincial theatres which were growing in scope and importance. 
And with Drury Lane leading the way, no wonder Covent 
Garden and the Haymarket (let Thcophilus Cibber rage against 
Garrick as he might) felt free to alter Romeo and Juliet, King John, 
Cymbeline and Coriolanus as they pleased. But it was at Covent 
Garden that George Golman, in 1 763, restored a good deal of 
Shakespeare, in place of a good deal of Tate, to King Lear. 

After Garrick’s retirement in 1776, it is best to hurry on to 
John Philip Kemble. Kemble could not do his best while he 
was managing Drury Lane for Slicridan, the old house from 
1780 to 1793, and the new, and much enlarged, house from 
1794 to 1802; yet it was for the big stage of the new house that 
he ordered of William Capon the obviously very romantic 
scenery which (possibly taking a lesson from what De Louther- 
bourg had done for The Tempest in 1777) brought the production 
of Shakespeare a long step nearer the later idea of illusion. 
Mrs Siddons had very lately discarded the old tragedy-queen 
head-dress and hoops for a more appropriate garb; and in the 
opening production of Macbeth the witches shared with the new 
scenery the attempt to express the romantic, the sinister, the 
supernatural. As manager of Covent Garden from 1803 till it 
was burnt in 1808, and again of the new house from 1808 till 
his retirement in 1817, Kemble pretty steadily carried forward 
a treatment of Shakespeare which combined the historic sense 
with what is now called stylisation. He went some way towards 
dressing the characters of Hamlet and Macbeth in the clothes 
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which he thought they would have worn. His scenery was ‘ stock *, 
and used for many dilfcrcnt plays; and so long as the proscenium 
doors, with the windows over them, were put to important 
use in the action of the play (the windows were abolished in 
the new Covent Garden) no real illusion was possible; yet it 
seems clear that the scenery was intended for more than a mere 
painted setting. The acting of John Kemble himself— yes, and 
of the divine Sarah Siddons also — might seem retrograde Quin- 
wards from the quick naturalism of Garrick; it must indeed 
necessarily have been formalised and simplified by the ever in- 
creasing .size of the playhouse. Yet it fitted into his dramatic 
scheme ; and his very care to give names to the smallest of tlie 
characters left unnamed by Shakespeare joins with all that can 
be known of his work to imply that he saw, even better than did 
Garri( k, each play as a whole, and tried to give each its proper 
artistic expression. Moreover, when he had his way, he pro- 
duced a great deal of Shakespeare ; and though the public taste 
and the size of the theatre forced him to spend a great deal of 
money on spectacular productions that were not Shakespeare, 
he mounted Shakespeare always well and sometimes superbly. 
The worst that can be said against him was that he had too little 
respect for the text. It would not be kind to hold up against 
him the first intrusion of the opera-making Reynolds (^4 Mid- 
summer J^figfU's Dream) in i8i6, when his hold on things had 
weakened; but he brought back Dorinda and Hippolito into 
1/u Tempest after Garrick had ousted them; he played Tate’s 
King Ixar, Garrick’s Romeo and Juliet, and other such versions. 
VVe must remember that all the time he was trying to interpret 
by one technique plays written for another; and credit him with 
having put back a good dciJ of the original into Measure for 
Measure and The Merchant of Venice among others ; and his acting 
versions show no conceit about the rules and very little distortion 
merely in order to make room for star-acting or for scenic dis- 
play. This was a good time for Shakespeare; and if John Kemble 
could have had his way it would have been a better. A large 
number of his plays were in regular performance. He had out- 
lived in the theatre all the other dramatists of liis time except 
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Massinger, and his text, though still cut and distorted, was at 
least getting free of other people’s words. 

But with John Kemble’s retirement all stability seemed to be 
lost, and the success of Edmund Kean in and after 1814 brought 
in new factors and new dangers. Kean was no pedantic im- 
prover; he wanted to play King Lear as Shakespeare wrote it; 
and Elliston at first not only prevented him but also staged so 
fine a storm that it blew the King out of notice. But whether 
with or without Elliston or Bunn to manage or mismanage him, 
Kean was not the man to act Shakespeare consistently and with 
due care for each play as a whole. He was tlie first of the great 
stars — the virtuosi, who treated Shakespeare (as some modem 
executants treat Beethoven) as a means for the exhibition of 
themselves. Even Hazlitt, his great admirer, begged for fewer 
‘glancing lights, pointed transitions, and pantomimic evolu- 
tions’; and Lewes records his ‘sacrifice of the character to a few 
points’. He was the first and greatest of the romantics, who 
professed to uphold Nature against convention, and after him 
came others, Junius Brutus Booth, Edwin Forrest, Barry Sullivan, 
Fechtcr — men whose tendency was to exploit the part at the 
expense of the play and to try and do in the part something that 
no one had done before. Kean came, moreover, just wlien there 
were more opportunities for wandering stars than there had 
been before. Rivalry and restriction had comliined to make the 
two ‘patent’ houses so big that, as a contemporary said, a 
‘national theatre’ seemed to mean a theatre large enough to 
hold the nation, and the very difficulty of keeping them up gave 
chances to the unlicensed ‘minor’ theatres. Even before 1843, 
when Drury Lane and Covent Garden lost their exc lusivc rights, 
it was possible for a star-actor to go from theatre to theatre in 
London, as well as in the provinces, sure of some sort of a 
company to make a background for him. 

Into this instability Macrcady was not strong enough to bring 
order. He had not the temperament for a manager; and his 
obstinacy in frequently changing his bill robbed his Shake- 
spearian work of its best chances with the public. But in his 
brief spells at Covent Garden (1837-8) and at Drury Lane 
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(1841-3) he brought back Shakespeare’s King Lear (even in- 
cluding the Fool, though he, perhaps prudently, gave the part 
to a girl), Coriolanus, and The Tempest', and he mounted these 
and other plays like a student and a gentleman. But now the 
theatre has to face an old trouble in an exaggerated form. In 
the eighteen-twenties at Covent Garden Charles Kemble, with 
Blanche’s help, had gone far towards historical accuracy in 
costume and setting. In 1837, Haymarket, Benjamin 

Webster practically abolished the fore-stage. In 1840 at Covent 
Garden Charles Mathews and Madame Vestris (with Planchc 
and the Grieves to help) got some sort of homogeneous Hcllcni- 
cism into a beautiful production of Shakespeare’s (not Garrick’s 
nor Reynold.s’s) A Midsummer Night's Dream. Macready’s own 
productions, especially his King John in 18 12, were both splendid 
and scholarly. We have, then, on a ‘picture’ stage, strictly 
localised and made as realistic as possible (it is now some two 
centuries since the live sparrows in Rinaldo at the Opera, but 
only half a century before the live rabbits in A Midsummer Night's 
Dream at Her Majesty’s), an elaborate scenic production; and 
the scenic devices were still so clumsy (as, indeed, they remained 
till the present century) that though, with the help of ‘front 
cloths’, an art might be run through without undue delay, each 
act would have its ‘full set’ and these took time to shift. More- 
over front cloths at last came to be thought too conventional, 
and multiplied full sets meant delay within the acts as well as in 
the intervals between them. The action of the plays, there- 
fore, came to be broken by frequent intervals; and the text 
to be cut and rearranged to save superfluous scene-changing, 
and to make the play fit into the time. And if there was 
(as there nearly always was) a ballet or a grand procession 
as well, the play had to be cut still shorter. Shakespeare had 
scarcely won his right to be staged not only with splendour but 
with fitness and realism when the scenery declared itself once 
more not his friend but his rival and foe. Already some of the 
critics were beginning to ask for ‘ an occasional preference of the 
suggestive to the actual’; and in 1844 there came a queer, 
lonely, prophetic act of recognition of the danger. In the course 
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of his remarkable rule at the Haymarkct (1837-53) Benjamin 
Webster (Planch^ at his elbow) staged The Taming of the Shrew 
as Shakespeare wrote it, complete, before hangings, without 
scenery, and in the nearest he could get to the Elizabethan 
manner. 

To this muddled, unstable time two men put an end. Charles 
Kean (with his wife, Ellen Tree), who had given notable pro- 
ductions of Shakespeare at the Haymarkct in 1848, produced 
at the Princess’s Theatre in 1850-59 a famous series of elaborate 
and scholarly Shakespearian revivals. At Sadler’s Wells from 
1844 to 1862, and at the Queen’s and other theatres afterwards, 
Samuel Phelps produced all Shakespeare’s plays except King 
Richard II, King Henry VI, Troilus and Cressida and Titus Andronicus. 
But whereas Kean’s manner of production eotnpelled much 
cutting and some rearranging of the text, Phelps’s simple staging 
left him free to secure what he most wanted, and that was the 
play as near as possible in its original state. Kean played 
Cibber’s, not Shakespeare’s, King Richard III, and put back 
Locke’s music and the singing witches (which Phelps cut out) 
into Macbeth', and some of his suggestioas for King Richard II 
strongly suggest the Savonarola of Savonarola brown. 'Phis was 
to be the tradition that came down through Irving to Tree.. The 
ideal of Phelps was that which mainly inspired the Benson 
Company and (at any rate till recently) the Old Vic. 

Between the era of Kean and Phelps and that of Irving there 
is little worth note. Covent Garden had dropped out; at Drury 
Lane, with Chatterton struggling bravely on (1863-79), and at 
the Haymarkct under Bu( kstonc (1853-78), it was the star actors 
and actresses, English and foreign — Barry Sullivan, Helen 
Faucit, Fcchter, Adelaide Neilson, Edwin Booth, Stella Cuhis, 
Ristori, Salvini — rather than the plays that drew audienecs. With 
Irving under Bateman (1871-8) at the Lyceum, a great new 
star-actor, indeed, arose; but with Irving as his own manager 
(1878-1902), and especially during the earlier years, stability, 
fashion, popularity and style came back to the presentation of 
Shakespeare, although comparatively few of the plays were 
staged. Irving’s position was strong and peculiar. He was a 

33 Bit 
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star (which Charles Kean never was), and an individualist; but 
his actintj was as far as pnssililc from the impressionistic dis- 
play of the romantics, lie had a good notion of a play as a 
single whole; and, though he was forced by his scenery to 
compress and rearrange, he did nothing so wanton in alteration 
as Augustin Daly did afterwards. He loved splendour and 
beauty, and was careful to get the most eminent painters (in 
days when painters could be very eminent indeed) to design for 
him; and he liked to fill out the play with significant action 
(.Shyloi k’s return from the supper at Bassanio’s to his empty 
house is a good example); yet his taste, instinctively austere, 
saved him from the extravagances to which Tree was driven, 
partly by nature and partly by his desire to go one better than 
Irving. Only, perhaps, in his version of Hamlet did Irving alter 
the play so as to enhance his own part, and only in Macbeth did 
the prevalent desire for music in the plays send him back to bad 
old models — in this ease to the (lying and singing witches (with 
new music by Sullivan). Other producers of Shakespeare on 
the same lines — Wilson Barrett, Mary Anderson, Forbes-Robert- 
son, Daly — were committed to some degree or other of com- 
pression and alteration. Of these Daly was far the most wanton. 
Mar)' Anderson’s doubling of Ilcrmione and Perdita was not 
so disturbing to the play as it sounds, since all she needed to do 
was to make someone else play Perdita in the last scene. Best 
of all was Forbes-Robertson’s Hamlet (ifi97), which always 
kept in Fortinbras and began by keeping the scene between 
Polonius and Reynaldo, and the return of the Danish am- 
bassadors. Realism of setting also brought with it a naturalism 
in acting (much encouraged by the example of Fcchter in i860) 
and especially in the speaking of verse, under which the great 
characters dwindled. Perhaps they dwindled a little more still 
after the visit of the Saxe-Mciningen company (1881) had 
brought animated stage-crowds into favour. 

Mc.unvhilc, F. R. Benson and his company were on tour, 
acting as many of Shakespeare’s plays, and as much of each as 
they coulil, with as simple a setting as they dared. At Stratford- 
upon-Avon in the spring of 1906 they acted all the Histories; 



FROM THE RESTORATION TO THE PRESENT TIME 345 

and during a short season at the Lyceum in 1900 they did Hamlet 
whole. The playgoers — even the critics — did not take to it. Still 
less did they take to the revolutionary productions of Mr William 
Poel, who, chiefly in the declining years of Irving and the heyday 
of Tree, staged for the Elizabethan Stage Society continuous 
performances of Elizabethan drama without scenery. The critics 
had begun to complain of too much scenery ; but no scenery at 
all, no stars in the cast, and the strain of listening to a new (or 
very old) and musical speaking of the poetry, ‘with its con- 
sonantal swiftness, its gradations sudden or slow into vowelled 
liquidity, its comic rushes and stops, with, above all, the peculiar 
beauty of its rhymes’ — this was rather too much. Nevertheless, 
the leaven worked. This almost purely archaistic method of 
staging, which presents Shakespeare through the technique for 
which his plays were designed, has been adopted cltjcwhcre — 
notably at the Maddcrmarket Theatre in Norwich; but its 
greatest service has been to familiarise the theatre with the 
advantages of continuous and loosely localised performance of 
the plays according to Shakespeare’s own dramatic plan. In 
the Granville-Barkcr productions at the Savoy 'rheatre ( 1 9 1 '2-14) 
the core of that idea was combined, on a stage extended in front 
of the proscenium, with a cautious, fastidious use of representa- 
tion in scenery — a combination which has since been adopted 
by other producers. Scenic device, and especially the pictorial 
use of light, has so greatly improved of recent years that there 
is no reason why the two methods should not be used together, 
so that Shakespeare could be acted with Elizabethan freedom 
and fluidity and also with the pictorial beauty and the temporal 
and spatial definition which audiences enjoy. At present the 
age shows signs of wanting merely to find some way of playing 
Shakespeare that has never been tried before. Shakespeare is 
acted in modem dress; all in black and white; on a stage that is 
all staircase; so lighted that no faces can be seen; and tricks arc 
played with the construction and the tone of plays every whit as 
daring as those of Tate or of Cibber. Some of these experiments 
have led to the acting of plays not often acted ; and any method 
that will expose new beauties or even excite new interest in 
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Shakespeare is to be so far commended. But the best possible 
base for all experiment would be a strong and active tradition 
built up on the understanding that Shakespeare, as playwright, 
knew what he was about. 'I he maintenance of that tradition is 
too much to ask of the theatre as at present conducted. 
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No roinplrre treatment of tlie history of the stage during the later 
]arol)ean and (laroliiie ages has yet been written, Sir E. K. Chambers 
having fixed if^ib, the year of Shakespeare’s death, as terminating 
his study. Nbiiu of the books lisl(‘d above, however, cover ])arts of 
tliis later peiiod in spec ial aspects. A still later period is dealt with in 
). E. llotson's ('tommonu'f allh and Restoriilion Stage (i92!>). 

Information is gradindly being gathered to jnepare the way for an 
exhaustive* treatmc'ut of the ])ost-Eli/al)ethan age*, as also to supplc- 
me'iit what is known ol Shakespe*are's time. Ne‘W' knowledge is being 
g.iiiu'd pie*eeme*.il lioui the intensi\e* study of lite-iary and docu- 
me*ntary source's, from St*ite reeoids and fiom reeoriU of courts of law. 

Curie’iit vie'ws c'onc’e*i ning the staging of pla\s may W’e*ll l)e modified 
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\\r h.ive, alter all, to deal with the indiv idual possibilitie's of a variety 
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troversy, due to the instability of the organis.ition of* nicest ol‘ them, 
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Finally, we may yet hope for furthc'r information upon the lives and 
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speare's time, if not of Shakespeare himself, upc'in whom diligence 
has been perhaps too exclusively concentrated in the past. 


c. j. s. 
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SHAKESPEARE’S DRAMATIC ART 
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consult. It makes no pretence, of course, to being compre- 
hensive. 
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judgment. 
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'fhe new Cambridge edition, 192 1- a play a volume. 'Pextually 
edited by Professor Dover W ilson and therefore of prime importance 
to the student. Sir Arthur Quiller-Ccau h has written introductions 
to the comedies consid(*red as drama and literature. 
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republished in A Miscellany, 1929. 
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CiiAMnERs, Sir E. K. 

The Elizabethan Stage, 4 vols. 1923. 

Chapters xvi-xxi, which deal with the theatres themselves and the 
staging, are indispensable to the student. 
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William Shakespeare. 2 vols. 1930, 
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mented statement of what is known of the man and the circumstances 
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Mori.TON, Richard G. 
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Stoll, Edgar Elmer. 

Othello. 1915. 

Hamlet. 1919. 

Shakespeare Studies. 1927. 



READING LIST 


353 


Stoll, Edgar Elmer. 

Poets and Playwrights. 1930. 

The Tempest. 1932. 

Art and Artifice in Shakespeare. 1933. 

‘ Objective * studies of the plays, seen more particularly in the light of 
contemporary literature and ideas. Valuable in themselves and as 
valuable as a corrective to the work of the ‘mystic’ school. 


Granville-Barker, Harley. 

Prefaces to Shakespeare^ Series /, 11 and III. 1927, I 93 ^» * 937 * 

Detailed studies of (I) Ijove's Labour's Ijost^ Julius Caesar , King Lear; 
(II) Romeo and Juliet y The Merchant of VemcCy Antony and Cleopatra^ 
Cymbeline; (III) Hamlet — done from the point of view adopted in 
this chapter. 

H. G.-B. 


SHAKESPEARE THE POET 

Wyndham, George. The Poems of Shakespeare. Edited with an 
introduction and notes. 1O98. 

A useful and valuable edition. Some parts of the introduction may be 
thought too romantic by modern taste. 

Beeching, H. G. The Sonnets of Shakespeare. With an introduction 
and notes. 1904. 

Sensible, illuminating, complete. An important suggestion is made as 
regards the abstract way of writing in some later sonnets. 

Kellett, E. E. Suggestions. Ch. iv. 1923. 

Pursues Coleridge’s observation of the evolution of Shakespeare’s 
metaphors. 

Noble, Richmond. Shakespeare's Use of Song. 1923. 

A detailed study of the dramatic significance of the songs. 

Gordon, G. S. Shakespeare's English. S.P.E. Tracts, No. xxix. 1928. 
This all too brief pamphlet is essential for the understanding of the 
vocabulary. 

Blunden, Edmund. Shakespeare's Significances. 1929. 

A poet reveals the concealed meanings, the hints and overtones in 
King Lear, 



READING LIST 


354 

Rylands, George H. W. Words and Poetry. 1930. Part ii may serve 
to supplement some paragraphs in this chapter. 

Rylands, George H. W. English Poetry and The Abstract Word. English 
Association Studies, vol. xvi. 1930. 

Spurgeon, Caroline F. E. Leading Motives in the Imagery of Shake- 
speare's Tragedies. 1930. 

Spurgeon, Caroline F. E. Shakespeare '' s Iterative Imagery. British 
Academy, vol. xvir. 1931. 

The lirst results of Miss Spurgeon’s classification of all the images; 
similar to the work of Mr Wilson Knight but independent of it and 
extremely interesting. 

Murry, John Middleton. Shakespeate^s ^Dedication'. ‘Countries of 
the Mind.’ Second scries. 1931. 

Knight, G. Wilson. The Wheel of Fire. 1930. 

A new interpretation of Shakespeare based upon a study of the 
imagery. 3 'his idea of the poetic symbolism of Shakespeare is pursued 
farther (perhaps too far) by the same author in The Imperial Theme, 
1931, and 1 he Shakespearian Tempest, 193*2. 

G. R. 


SHAKESPEARE’S VOCABULARY 

Bradley, Henry. Shakespeare's English. ‘Shakespeare’s England.’ 
Vol. II, ch. x.xx. 1917. 

Remains the most compendious and generally useful review of the 
Shakespearian foini of Klizabethan English. (Opinion on some points 
of phonology has, however, been modified since 1917 and no phonetic 
notation is used. 

Wyld, H. C. a History of Modem Colloquial English. Ch. iv. 1921. 
'Traces the process of standardisation and stresses the courtly side of 
'good’ English (written and spoken) in the late Elizabethan period. 

Board of Eduoation. The Teaching of English in England. 1921. 

Ch. II deals w'ith the subject historically and illustrates very cogenth 
and succinctly the neglect of English studies in Tudor schools. 

Gordon, G. S. Shakespeare's English. S.P.E. Tracts, No. xxix. 1928. 
Stresses freedom of Elizabetlian speech. Full and vivid illustration of 
'language-making’ in Shakespeare and his contemporaries.' 



READING LIST 


355 


McKnight, G. H. Modern English in the Making. 1928. 

CUis. VI to XI inclusive ofler a stimulating and admirably illustrated 
account of the influences at work in Elizabethan English. 

WiLLCOCK, G. D. Shakespeare as a Oitic of Language. Shakespeare 
Association Lecture. 1935. 

O. D. W. 


SHAKESPEARE AND MUSIC 

Chappell, W. Old English Popular Music. Revised by II. E. Wool- 
drodge. 2 vols. 1893. 

Bond, R. Warwick. The Works of John Lyly. 1902. 

Lawrence, W. J. The Elizabethan Playhouse and other studies. 1912. 

Cowling, G. H. Music on the Shakespearean Stage. 1913. 

Information on music in pre-Shakespearian Drama and on the 
practical details of the Elizabethan stage. 

Arkwright, G. E, P. ‘l^li/al)rthan Choirboy Plays and their 
Music.* Proceedings of the Musical Association^ 1914. 

ScHOLES, P. A. ‘I’hc purpose bcliind Shakespeare’s use of music.* 
Proceedings of the Alusical Association, 1917. 

Bridge, J. F. Shakespearean Music in the Plays and early Operas. 1923. 
Noble, Richmond. Shakespeare's Use of Song. 1923. 

Dent, E. J. Foundations of English Opera. 1928. 

Naylor, E. W. Shakespeare Music. 1928. 

A useful collection of songs and instrumental pieces of Shakespeare’s 
time arranged for use in the performance of the plays. 

Baskervill, C. R. The IClizabethan Jig. 1929. 

A full account of the jig, with the texts, in whole or part, of thirty-five 
of them. 

Naylor, E. W. Shakespeare and Music. 1931. 

The best guide to Shakespearian music and to the musical allusions 
in Shakespeare’s poems and plays. 

Galpin, F. W. Old English Instruments of Music. 1932. 

Gibbon, John Murray. Alelody and the Lyric. 

Covers wider ground, but contains many specimens of the songs and 
dances available for the Elizabethan Drama. 
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Warner, B. Famous Inti odiu turns to Shakespeau'\ Plays. i9oh. 

A slightly diflerent selection, publishc'd in America. 

Robertson,.}, (i. ‘Shakespeare on the Clontinent.' d.If.E.L. vol. v. 
1910. 

A masterly sketch hy an expert in < omp.iralive literature of Shake- 
speare's reception and inlhieiu'e in lairopc*. 

Baldensberger, F. Esquisse d'une histoite de Shakespeare en France. 1910. 
An intelligent essay on the history of liter.uy taste in I'rancc'. 

(JtJNDOLF, F. Shakespeau und der deuisehe deist. i()i i. 

A brilliant survey of (ierman inU llec tual history as affer ted by 
Shakespeare. 

IIirondeeek, A. Shakespeau en Russie. 1912. 

Smith, D. N. Shakespeare Cuiiiism. 191(1. 

A useful selection of criticism during several (enturies. 

Herfori), C. H. a Sketch of tecent Shakespearean Inveslif^atiom. 1923. 
A packed and philosophical survey ol Shakespearian criticism from 
1893 to 1923. 

Young, Karl. Samuel Johnson on Shakespeare. 192.1. 

A well-informed and (arefully ordered account of the eightcenth- 
rentury concern witli the rc*ality of characters. 

Stoll, E. E. Shakespeau Studies, historical and comparative in method. 

1927- 

Babuock, R. W. The (imesis of Shakespeare Idolatry. 1931. 

A valuable account of the growth of the enthasiasm for Shakespeare 
during the eighteenth century. 
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Ralli, a. a IliUory of Shakespeare Criticism. 2 vols. 1932. 

Useful for its summaries of criticism — but docs not give the picture of 
the evolution of criticism its title would lead one to expect. (See a 
pertinent and severe criticism by L. L. Schucking, Beiblatt zur Anglia, 
April, * 933 -) 

J. I. 


SHAKESPEARIAN SCHOLARSHIP 

Fi RMVAi I , V. J. Preface to G. G. Gervinus’s Commentaries. 1875. 

Eurnivall, E. j. Piefcicc to the Leopold Shakespeare. 1877, 

A coiKise statement of the Mid- Victorian position — and account of 
the verse tests by the dircctor-gencral of Shakespeare research in 
the iiinel<*enth century. 

Smith, I). N. Eiiihteenth-Century Essays on Shakespeare. 1903. 

(hves much material indispensable in estimating the work of early 
editors. 

Warner, B. Famous Introductions to Shakespeare^ s Plays. 1906. 

A further selection of editorial matter. 

liOUNsmiRY, T. R. The Text of Shakespeare. 1906. 

A dctail(‘d and valuable account of the work of early editors. 

IIerforh, G. H. a skeUh of recent Shakespearean Investigations. 1923. 

A v(Ty useful summarv of scholarship from 1893 to 1923. 

SiMi’soN, P. The lUhlioi^taphical Study of Shakespere. Oxford Biblio- 
graphical Society, vol. I, part 1. 1923. 

All exact account of the newer methods in textual criticism. 

(iREG, W. W. Principles of Emendation in Shakespeare. 1928. 

An acute and stimulating discussion of textual scholarship. 

Smith, 1 ). N. Shakespeare in the Eighteenth Century. 1928. 

Contains an account of the contributions of eighteenth-century 
scholars to the study of Shakespeare. 

Jackson, A. ‘Rowe’s Edition of Shakespeare.’ The Library. 1930. 

A useful bibliographical account of Rowe’s edition and a conci’'* 
statement of his achievement. 

B\ncocK, R. W. The Genesis of Shakespeare Idolatry, 1766-1799. 1931. 
Includes a detailed survey of the grow'th of Shakespeare scholarship 
in the second half of the eighteenth century. 



READING LIST 367 

MgKerrow, R. B. The treatment of Shakespeare^ s Text by his earlier 
editors^ 1709-1768. 1933. 

A careful and fresh stocktaking of eighteenth-century editorial 
activity — by the editor of the forthcoming Oxford Variorum text. 

J. I. 


THE STAGING OF SHAKESPEARE 

Genest, John. Some Account of the English Stage. 1832. 

A record, compiled from play-bills and other sources, of llie produc- 
tions at the London theatres and some others, witli criticisms anil 
commentaries. 

Stephen, Li:slie and Lee, Sir Sidney. Dictionary of National Bio- 
graphy. 1883, etc. (in progress). 

Tor lives of the players, etc., and sources from which tliey were taken. 

Irving, Sir Henry and Marshall, Frank A. 'I he Work^ of William 
Shakespeare. Second edition. 190(5. 

Commonly called The Henry Irving Shakespeare. Contains a stage 
history of each play. 

Odell, George C. D. Shake^peatefrom Betterton to living. 2 vols. 1921. 
A history of the adaptation and staging of Shakespeare. A useful 
introduction to the study of the subject. 

Qitller-Couch, Sir Arthi r and Wilson, J. Dover. The New 
Shakespeare. 1921, etc. (in progress). 

Each volume includes a stage history of the play to which it is 
devoted. 

Summers, Montague. Shakespeare Adaptations. 1922. 

Gives the texts of The 'Irmpesl or the Enchanted Istand by D’Avenant and 
Dryden; The Mock-Tempest or the Enchanted CasltCf by 'L. Dufielt, and 
The History of King Lear in the version by Nahum Tate, with a long 
introduction and notes. 

Nicoll, Allardyce. Dryden as an Adapter of Shakespeare. 1922. 

A Shakespeare Association pamphlet of great value. 

Nicoll, Allardyce. A History of Restoration Drama 1 660 - 1 700. 1 923. 

Nicoll, Allardyce. A History of Early Eighteenth Century Drama 
1700-1750. 1925. 

Nicoll, Allardyce. A History of Late Eighteenth Century Drama 
1750-1800. 1927, 
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Nicoij., Allardyce. a History of Early Xineteenlh Century Drama 
1800-1850. 1930. 

A comprchrnsivc and wrll-documcntcd account of the subject, in 
which the history of Shakespeare on the stage is seen in its relation to 
the drama as a whole. 

Niooll, Allardyck. The Development of the Thcatie, 1927. 

C^ontairis some us«*ful notes on staging and costume, with mans 
illustrations. 

Spenolr, Hazel r(3.N. Shakespeare Improved: the Restorat/ori Versions in 
Qiiarto and on the Statfe. 1927. 

'The title sunicicntly describes the scholarly work of research, which is 
iiiv<aliiabl(* to the student. 

Hotson, Leslie. 'The Commonwealth and Restoration Stage. 1928. 

Another work of original research, useful as giving the theatrical 
background, but not greatly concerned with Shakespeare. 

fl^owNES, joiiN.] Roscius Anglicanus. Ed. by Montague Summers. 

1928. 

An Historical Review of the Stage from iGGo to 1706, w'ritten by the 
Book-keeper and Prompter of the Duke's Company. First published 
in 171)8. Mr Summer’s edition has many pages of explanatory notes. 

Collections of phiy-bills, newspapers and prints: especially the 
Burney Collection of [)rints in the British Museum, and the (iabriclle 
Enthoven Collection of play-bilk and other documents in the 
Victoria and Albert Museum. 
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APPENDIX II 

A CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE 

The following chronological tabic covering Shakespeare’s work- 
ing years shows (o) some important national and theatrical 
events; (b) the date of publication of some important books; 
(c) approximate date of the first production of the most im- 
portant plays during Shakespeare’s career; {d) the dates of their 
first publication. The evidence for (c) and {d) will be found 
principally in Sir E. K. Chambers’s Klizabdfian Stage and 
William Shakespeare: a study of facts and problems. It is seldom 
possible to date the first appearance of a play exactly: before 
1595 and after 1605 the margin of error may be as much as 
five years. Nor is there general agreement on the dates of 
Shakespeare’s earliest and latest plays: some scholars would date 
the first as early as 1 587. Plays which may be dated with some 
precision are marked 
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Events 

1587 Execution of Mary Queen of Scots 
Funeral of Sir Philip Sidney 

1588 Defeat of the Spanish Armada 
Robert, Eai 1 of Leicester, died 

1589 A Parliament held 
The Poitugal Voyage 

Duke of Guise and Henri III 
murdered 

Civil war in France 

1590 Sir Francis Walsingham died 


1591 Racket's treason 

The loss of the ‘Revenge* 
Proclamation against Jesuits and 
seminaries 

1592 Scottish Witchcraft trials 
Greene died 

Tlic Great Carrack captuied 
Ldward Alleyn mariies Ilcns- 
lowc's step-daughter 

1593 Parliament held 
Marlowe killed 
Plague stops playing 


1594 till summer 

Playing icoiganised: the Admiral’s 
Men at Rose; Chamberlain’s at 
'Fheatrc 
Kyd died 


Books published 


Greene’s Perimedes 


Hakluyt’s Voyages 

Greene’s Pando^to and Menaphon 


Lodge’s Rosalynde 

Spenser’s b aerie Queene, Bks 1-3 

Marprelate controversy 

Harington’s Orlando Furioso 
Sidney’s Astropkel and Stella 
Spenser’s Complaints 


Greene’s The Conny^catching pam- 
phlets: Groatsworth of Wit 
Nashe’s Piers Penniless 
Constable’s Diana 
Cheitle’s Kind Hart's Dream 

Venus and Adonis 
Drayton’s Idea 
Daniel’s Delia 

Chapman’s Shadow of Night: The 
Phanix f^est 

Hooker’s Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity 

Lucrece 
Willohie his An fa 
Nashe’5 IPilton 
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Plays first produced 

1 Tamburlaine 

Alfthonsus of Aragon 

Galathea 

Plays published 

Endimion 

II Tamburlaine 


Spanish Tragedy 

Jew of Malta 

Fiiar Bacon 

Midas 

Mother BombU 

Rare triumphs of Love and Fortune 

Looking Glass for London 

Love's Metamorphosis 

Three Lords and three Ladies of London 
I and I! Tamburlaine 

Orlando Furioso 

James IV 

The Woman in the Moon 

! Endimion 

I and II Troublesome reign of King John 

1 

Dr Faustus 

Edward II 

/, /;, III Henry VI 

Richard 111 

Titus /\noronicus 

Arden of Faversham 

Spanish Tragedy 

Galathea 

Midas 

Massacre at Paris 

Dido^ Queen of Carthage 

Taming of the Shrew 

Comedy of Errors 

Two Gentlemen of V'erona 

Love’s Labour’s Lost 

Edward II 

Edward I 

John a Kent 

Romeo and Juliet 

Orlando Furioso^ 
h nack to Know a Knave 
l iTUS Ani)roni(:i;s 

Looking Glass for London 

I Contention York and Lancaster 

Taming of a Shrew 

Pedlar's Prophecy 

Famous Victories of Henry V 

James IV 

Friar Baeon 

King Leir 

David and Bethsabe 

Jew of Malta 

Wounds of Civil War 


• The probable explanation of the sudden increase in printed plays in 1594 is 
that the companies were so disorganised by the plague that they raised money by 
selling their iiss. 
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Events 

1504 


Books published 


*595 Riots in London 

Ralr^h’s Guiana Vovapje 
Last expedition of Drake and Haw- 
kins (both died) 


Spenser’s Amoretti 
Sidney’s Dejeme of Poe^y 
Soulliwcll’s St Peter's Complaint 


1596 Calais captured by Spaniards 
The Cadiz expedition 


Harint»ton’s Metamorphosis of Ajax 
LfKitfc’s IVit's Aliserte 
Spenser’s Faerie Qxuene^ Bks 4-6; 
mns 

Mortimeriados 
Davies’s Orchestra 


Four Ih 
Dravton s 


1597 The Islands Voyage 

A Spanish armada wrecked 
A Parliament held 


1598 Rebellion and disaster in Ireland 
The Queen boxes Essex’s ears 
Lord Hurgliley died 
Philip II of Spain died 
Tiie ^Theatre’ demolished 


*599 Spenser died 

Essex in Ireland 
Satires burnt 

Chamberlain’s Men occupy new 
‘Globe’ 

Invasion scare 

Essex fails in Ireland and returns in 
disgrace 

Children of Paul’s begin playing 


Bacon’s Fssays (ist version) 

I lall *s Virgidemmrum 
Deloney’s Jatk of Newbury and 
Gentle Crtft 

Marlowe’s Hero and Leander 
Chapman’s I'rans. of Iliad (7 books 
Meres’s Palladis Tarni i 
Mars ton’s Scourge of Villainy 


Hayward’s Henry IV 
The Passionate Pii.orim 
Davies’s j\osce teipsum 


1600 Mount joy in Ireland 

Kempe’s dance to Nonvich 
Alleyn builds ‘Fortune’ theatre 


England's Helicon 
Exorcism controversy 
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Plays first produced 


Midsummer Night's Dream 
Richard II 


Blind Beggar of Alexandria X 
King John 

Merchant op Venice 


Humorous Dafs Mirth J 
Jsle of Dogs (lost) X 
The Case is altered 

I Henry IV 

/ and II Roberty Karl of Huntingdon 
Englishmen for my money 
Every Man in his Humour J 
Two Angry women oj Abingdon 
Pilgrimage to Parnassus X 

II Henry IV 

Much Ado about Nothing 

Shoemaker's Holiday } 

Every Man out of his Humour 
I Sir John Oldcastle { 

Histriomastix 
Antonio and Mellida 
Antonio's Revenge 
The Old Law 
Old Fortunatus } 

I Return from Parnassus X 
Henry V J 
As You Like It 
Juuus Caesar X 

Blind Beggar of Bethnal Green % 
Patient Grissell { 

Merry Wivf^ of Windsor 


Plays published 

Cobbler's prophecy 

Four Prentices of London 

True Tragedy of Richard HI 

Locrine 

Fair Em 

Battle of Alcaz/or 

Selimus 

Didoy Queen qf Carthage 

George a Greene 
OldWiies' Tale 
Woman in the Moon 
Knack to Know an honest man 
Edward III 

True tragedy qf Richard Duke qf Tork 


Richard II 
Kiciiaki) III 
Romeo and Juliet 

1 I Henry IV 

Mriu:iiANT OF Venice 
Blind Beggar of Alexandria 
j Love’s j.AUouR’s Lost 
Mucednrus 


I and 1 1 Edward IV 
Warning for fair women 
Humorous day's mirth 
Two angry women of Abingdon 
Alphonsus of Aragon 


Old Fortunatus 
I Patient Grissell 
' Every man out of his humour 


BH 


25 
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Events 

1600 The Cowry conspiracy 
(cent.) Children of Chapel l^gin playing 
at Hliirkfriars 

East India Company formed 


1601 Essex’s rebellion and execution 
The ‘War of the Theatres* 

Siege of Ostend begun 
Spanish expedition lands in Ireland 
A Parliament held: the agitation 
concerning monopolies 


1602 Tyrone defeated in Ireland 
Spaniards surrender 
Biron’s conspiracy 


1603 Tyrone submits 

QuLEN El 1/ \HETH DIED 
Accession of Jamfs I 
Chamberlain’s Men become King’s 
Men 

Plague stops playing 
R.ilegh and others tried and con- 
demned 

Renewed vogue of Court masques 

1604 Hampton Court Conference 
End of Siege of Ostend 
James's first parliament 
Peace with Spain 


1605 Act to expel Jesuits and seminary 
priests 


Books published 


Catholic controversy 
Holland's Translation of Pliny 


Campion’s Observations on Art of 
English Poetry 

Dcloney's Thomas of Reading 


Davies’s Microcosmos 
Dekker's Wonderful Year 
Daniel's Defence of Rhyme 
Elorio’s Translation of Montaigne’s 
Essays 

James I's Damonology (London ed.) 


Bacon’s Advaneement of Ltarrung 
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Plays first produced 
Troilus and Cressida 


Cynthia*s Revels 

Poetaster 

Satirotnastix 

Blurt Master Constable 

What You Will • 

II Return from Parnassus 
Hamlet 

Gentleman Usher 
Sir Thomas Wyatt + 
Twelfth Night J 


Woman Killed with Kindness J 

Hojffrnan 

Sejanus 

The Phanix 


Dutch Courtesan 
All Fools 
Malcontent 

Wise Woman of Hogsdon 
Monsieur D* Olive 
Law Tricks 
Bussy D'Ambois 
I arid II Honest Whore 
Westward Hoe 

All's Well that Ends Well 
Measure for Measure 
Othello 

The Fawn 
Eastward Hoe { 

Northward Hoe 


Plays purlished 
Alarum for London 
At aid" s Atetarnorphosis 
Henry V’ 

Much Ado about Nothing 

I and II Sir John Oldiostle 

II Henry IV 

Jack Drum's Entertainment 
Midsummer Night's Dream 

Love's Atetarnorphosis 

I and II Robert, Earl of Huntingdon 

Shoemaker's Holiday 

Dr Faustus 

C^mthia'i Revels 

Every Atan in his Humour ( ist version) 


Antonio and Afellida 
Antonio's Revenge 
Satiromastix 
Poetaster 

Ml KRY WivFS OP Windsor 
Blufl A las ter Constable 
Thomas Lord Cromwell 

Hamlet ((^J, i ) 


Malcontent 
I Honest Whore 
Hamlet (Q,2) 


Sejanus 

Fair Alaid of Bristow 
When you see mstyou know me 

25-2 
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1605 

(mnI.) Gunpowder plot 


Books published 


1606 Gunpowder plotters executed 
State visit of King of Denmark 


Dekker’s Seum Deadly Sins of Londor 


1607 Renewed troubles in Ireland 
Virginia colonised 
Riots over enclosures 
A great frost 


1608 Children at Blackfriars disbanded 
King's Men take over the private 
playhouse 

Notorious pirates executed 
¥ 


1609 Jonson*8 Mastm of Qrwnj at Court 
Truce in the Netherlands 
The Oath of Allegiance administered 


Dekker’s Delman of London 
(?) Fletcher’s FaithfulShephirdessnA, 
Uekker's GulVs hornbook 
Shakespeare's Sonnets 
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Pl.AYS FIRST PRODUCED 

I and II If you know me not 
Trick to catch the old one 


Whore of Babylon 

Sophonisba 

Woman Hater 

Volpone 

Isle of Gulls : 

Rape of Lucrece 
Family of Love 
Macbeth 
Kino Lear 

Knight of the Burning; Pestle 
Travels of three English Brothers 
Humour out of breath 
Atheist's Trageth 
Antony and Cleopatra 

CORIOLANUS 

Timon OF Athens 


Faithful Shepherdess 
Philaster 
Maid's Tragedy 
Charles^ Duke of BironX 
Appius and Virginia 
Pericles 


Epieme 

Bonduca 

Woman is a weathercock 


Plays published 
Dutch Courtesan 
/ If you know me not 
Eastward Hoe 
Ml Fools 
London Prodigal 

I Jeronimo 

II If you know me not 

II Return Jrorn Parnassus 
Gentleman LJiher 
Sir Giles Goosecap 
The Fawn 
Sophonisha 
WUy Beguiled 
Monsieur /) * Olive 
Isle of Gulls 

Westward Hoe 

Whore of Babylon 

Fair Maid of the Exchange 

Pfurnix 

Michaelmas Term 
Woman Hater 
Bu\sy D'Amhois 
Cupid's Whirligig 
7 ravels of three English Brotheri 
Miseries of enforced marriage 
I Puritan 

Northward Hoe 
What You Will 
Revenger's 1 ragedy 
Devil's Charter 
Volpone 

Woman Killed with Kindnes^ 

Sir Thomas Wyatt 

Trick to catch the old one. 

Family of Love 
Merry Devil of Edmonton 
Kino Lear 
Imw's Tricks 
Humour out of breath 
Yorkshire Tragedy 
Rape of Lucrece 
Tragedy of Biron 
A mad worlds my masters 
Dumb Kniqht 
Pericles 

The case is altered 
Every Woman in her humour 
Two maids of Moreclack 
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Events 

1610 The plantation of Ulster 
Hcnn IV murdered 
A great drought 


1611 Carr made Viscount Rochester 
James quarreb with Parliament 


1612 Sir Tliomas Overbury poisoned in 
the lower 

Robert C>( il, Carl oi Salisbury, died 
Prince Henry died 


1613 Marriage of Pr i nccss El izabeth 
llic Essex divorce suit 
The Globe Theatre burnt 


1616 Death of William Shakespeare 
1619 Jaggard's 'False folio’ published 
1623 The First Folio published 


Books published 


A.V. Translation of Bil)le 
Chapman’s Translation of Hiad 
completed 

I Donne’s Anatomy of the World 


Skelton’s Translation of Don Quixote 


Drayton’s Polynlhion 
Biowne’s Britannia's pastorals 
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Plays first produced 
The Alchemist 

The Revenge of Dussy D'Ambois 
The Roaring Girl 
IJ It be not good, the DevU is in it 
Cymdeline 

King and no King 
Catiline 

Chaste maid in Cheapside 
Amends for Ladies 
The Golden Age 
The Silver Age 
The Winter’s Tale 
Tempest * 

The Brazen Age 
The White Devil 


The Duchess of Malfi 
Honest Man's Fortune 
The Iron Age 
Two Noble Kinsmen 
Henry VIII 


Plays pudlishbd 
Histriotnasfix 


Ram Alley 
Atheist* s Tragedy 
7 he Golden Age 
(.atiline 
May Day 
The Roaring Girl 


The Alchemist 
Woman is a weathercock 
Chrntian turned Turk 
H vlow* s / ears 
1 he White Devil 
If It be not good 

, T he Revenge oj Bussy D'Ambois 
I The Stiver Age 
I The Brazen Age 
I Insatiate Countess 
1 Knight qf the Burning Pestle 
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A NOTE ON PRICES IN SHAKESPEARE’S TIME 
BY A. V. JUDGES 

It is not uncommon to find in text-books and’ monographs 
dealing with particular periods a friendly footnote or so to the 
effect that currency values at such and such a date can readily 
be comprehended by multiplying monetary expressions by a 
suggested figure in order to produce the modem equivalent in 
purchasing power. Thus to discover the fall in the value of a 
sterling unit between the reign of Elizabeth and our own day 
we are told to multiply it by some such figure as 8 or lo. We 
may well be suspicious of these attempts to cut a quick way 
through the highly complicated question of comparati\ e price 
levels, for it is common knowledge that prices in general were 
rising throughout Shakespeare’s lifetime and that they have 
been fluctuating even more wildly during the last twenty years. 
But the short-period instability of values is the least serious 
of our difficulties, for it can be taken into account by the 
statistician. 

There are three main reasons for holding that prices during 
Shakespeare’s lifetime and those of to-day will not yield them- 
selves to satisfactory treatment side by side. The first is that the 
whole range of transactions in economic life was then distributed 
as to the relative amounts and the relative values of commodities 
on a scheme so unlike that with which we arc familiar to-day 
that, lacking a sufficient number of similar items whose prices 
we may compare, we arc without the means of constructing a 
general price ratio; even approximate results are unattainable. 
There can be no question of ’weighting’ a price index with 
so many unlikes in the field. 

The second reason is that goods passing under the same names 
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then AS now are apt to vary from ours in regard to function, or 
content, or weight and so on, or durability, sometimes in all 
four respects. In considering such common objects or services 
as the sheep, the poor man’s loaf, an article of woollen under- 
clothing, the day’s work of a labourer, we are faced with varia- 
tions of one kind and another wide enough to lead in each case 
to legitimate differences of opinion as to the proper mode of 
comparison to be adopted. 

The third reason is that the expenditure of individuals in all 
clzisses was arranged on a budgetary system not at all in con- 
formity witlf modern practice. We, for instance, undoubtedly 
spend a smaller part of our incomes on food and drink and 
probably less on clothes. Wc have a far more complex scale of 
requirements, of alternative uses, of alternative sources of supply. 
Moreover, except in the case of very bulky commodities like 
coal, we are far less disturbed by a variation of prices between 
one locality and another. The prices of many of our purchases 
are determined and rendered more stable by conditions of cheap 
international transport. Another factor in the construction of 
the modem retail price is the large j)()rtion taken by the middle- 
man. In Shakespeare’s day, as often as not the retailer was the 
producer or had played a large part in the production of the 
wares offered for sale; the price historian is not always in a 
position to disentangle wholesale from retail prices. 

On the whole, values expressed in pounds, shillings and pence 
have risen in the last three centuries. And wc are justified in 
believing that the money incomes received by people in all 
walks of life in the time of Elizabeth and James I would be less 
useful to them if they had to make their purchases at to-day’s 
prices. No doubt, with the whole scale of values re-arranged, 
they would make their purchases differently; even so they 
would still be much poorer. Thus we can say that they would 
be less well housed, less well dressed, less well fed and served, 
but we cannot say how much less of each, for the advance in 
prices, as may be demonstrated, has been remarkably uneven. 
Let us take by way of example some individual commodities 
that yield themselves more readily than most to comparison. 
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Taking the retail average in the south-east of England in the 
last six months of 1933 as 100, the following figures appear to 
be indicated as an average in the same area during the last 
thirty years of Shakespeare’s life. They are at best only ap- 
proximate.^ 


Beef 

17 

Eggs 

20 

Mutton 

20 

Gandies 

125 

Butter 

50 

Heavy woollen cloth 


Cheese (low quality) 

37 

(medium quality) 

117 

English wheat (whole- 


Household coal <(London, 

sale) 

117 

wholesale) 

46 

Rabbits 

28 




^ Thanks arc due to the promoters of the English Price History^ shortly to appear, 
for some data which have been used in preference to the figures given in Thorold 
Rogers’s History of Agriculture and Prices, 
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American school of realists, 303 
Amimetobion, 231 n. 

Anachronisms in Shakespeare’s plays, 
€4n., 191 

Anatomjf of Abuses, 40 


Anderson, Mary, 344 
Anderson, Ruth L., 321 
Andrewes, Lancelot, 131 
Annals of I'acitus, 167 
Anne of CHeves, 21 On., 218 
Anne of Denmark, 1 84 
Answer to Mr Pope's Pr^ace to Shalespeare, 
3*1 

Anthropophagi, 238 
Antiplion, 145 

Antonio and Mellida, I53n., 2f)6 
Antonio, Don, Portuguese pretender, 
168 

Antony and Cleopatra, 39 n., 49 n., <)4, 82, 
7*. 75» 82, 83, 85, 93, 108, 150, 
152, 200, 23on., 231, 279, 281, 327, 
333» 338 

Antony, Plutarch’s Life oJ,’i\ 

Apelles* shop in stage .settings, 21 
Apocrypha, 312 
Apologie for Poetrie, 40, 128 
AjHflogy for the hdteim in the Shakesf>earf 
Papers, 31 1 
Apron stage, 32 

Atrhaic spellings in Shakes|)care, 273 
Archaistic methods of staging, 345 
Archbi.shop of Canterbury, 182 
Aicher, William, 260, 261, 319 
Alden, Mary, i 
Arden Shakespeare, 151 n., 314 
Are there any extant MSS in Shakespeare's 
handwriting? 321 
Ariosto, 127 
Aristophanes, ^96 
Arwtotlc, 107 
Arkwright, Mr, 147 
Armada, the great Spanish, 168 
Armin, Robert, actor, 38, 155, 157 
Army on stage, 1 50 
Arne, Thomas, 337 
Arnold, Matthew, loi, 109, 298 
Aronstein, 3i8n. 

Arte of English Poesie, 1 19, 120, 126 
Ascham, Roger, 123, 127, 128 
Ashley (or Astlcy), Sir John, 285 
Aspects of Eli^bethan Imagery, 320 
Assassination, danger of, at Court, 200; 
technique of, in drama, 201 
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Association of ideas, doctrine of the, 3 1 2 
As Tou IMu It, 7, 35, 98, 155, 158, 235, 
348, 249, 879. 387. 336 
Atheist's Tragedu^ The^ 258 
Attempt to ascertain the order tn which the 
plays attributed to Shakespeare were 
writUn, 310, 316 
Aubade, in Cymbeltne, 151 
Aubrey, John, 6, 305 
Audience banished from stage, 337 
Audiences in Shakespeare’s time, 133 AT. 
Audit time, 205 

Auditor, in nobleman's household, 203 
Austen, Jane, 91 
Austria, Archduke of, 172 
Authors, Elizabethan, 240 
Autograph, Shakespeare’s, 270, 271, 
873. 874. 875. 370. 381 
Ayscough, Rev. S., 31 1, 320 

Back cloth, in stage settings, 334 
Htickgrounds of Shakespeare’s plays: 
national, 163 ff., social^ 1871!., his- 
torical, 305 

Bacon, krancis, 167, 178; Essays ^ 164 
Bakehouse in noblemen’s households, 
203 

Baker, G. P., 302 

Balcony scene in Rom, and Ju,, 61 n. 
Baldwin, T. W., 152 n., 159^. 

Ballads, 160 
Ballets, 342 

Bancroft, Dr, Bishop of London, 175 

Bankitde Shakespeare^ 314 

Barber in nobleman's household, 216 

Baroque art and the Renaissance, 304 

Barrett, Wilson, 344 

Bartlett, J., 320 

Bass instruments, 142, 143, 149 

Basset, Sir John, 207 

Basset, Katherine, 208, 21 1, 212 

Bateman, H. L., 343 

Bathurst, Charles, 316 

Battell of Alcazar, The, 248 

Battle music, 153 

Bawdy passages in plays, i55ra. 

Baynton, Sir Edward, 217 

Beaumont, Francis, 134, 219, 258, 291 

Beeching, H. G., 1 10 

Beefeaters, 199 

Beeston, William, actor, 6, 7, 325 

Beethoven, 341 

Believe asyou List, 34n., 38 


Bell inn, 1 1 

Bel Savage inn, 1 1 

Benefits, actors’, i6n. 

Benson Company, 343 
Benson, F. R., 344 
Bentley, Richard, 306 
Bertie, Peregrine, Lord Willoughby, 168 
Bertie, Richard, 211 
Betterton, Thomas, actor, 6, 325, 326, 
330. 332, 334. 335 
Bible, English, 123, 176 
Bible, influence of, on Shakespeare, 1 14 
Bibliographical investigation of Shake- 
speare, 240, 321, 322 
Bibliographical Socia y, 322 
Bibliography, Shakespearian, 305 
Biebcr, G. A., 303 
Biehnski, 300 
Bills of plays, 34 
Bird, William, 220 
Birthplace of Shakespeare, i 
Bishop of London, organises train- 
bands, 180; burns political satires, 
182 

Black and white presentations of Shake- 
speare's plays, 345 

Blackfriars theatre, 14, i4n., i6n., 18, 
19. 20, 30, 32, 35 ri., 39, 68, 147 n., 
149, 167. 220, 254, 258, 325 
Blackfryers Musicke, 149 a. 

Blackwell, Fr., priest, 175 

Blake, William, 112, 115 

Blount, Charles, Lord Mountjoy, 172 

Blunden, Edmund, 304, 320 

Boar’s Head inn, 11, 12 

Boccaccio, 127 

Bolcyn, Anne, 211 

Bolte, J., 3i8n. 

Book of the Duchess, 95 
Booke of Orders and Rules, 204, 205 
Booke of 'Sir Thomas More*, The, 271, 
272 

Book-keeper, book-holder, or prompter, 

33. 34. 875. 883 

Booth, Barton, 335 

Booth, Edwin, 343 

Booth, Junius Brutus, 337, 341 

‘Boser, Lady’, 218 

Boswell, James, 310 

Boy actors, 20, 147, 148, 149, 167, 253; 

in women’s parts, 54, 55, 56 
Boys’ companies, 15, 16, 36 n., 147 n., 

253 
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Boys of St Paul's, 15 
Bradley, A. C., 1 15, 288, 302 
Bradley, Henry, 319, 321 
Braudes, George, 302, 321 
Draiidl, A., 31 8 n., 321 
Brandon, Charles, Duke of Suflulk, 
210 

Bra^s instruments in stage directions uf 
CorioL and Hen. 17/7, 151 
Braync,John, 12, i2n. 

Brewne, Margaret, 216 
Bribes taken by Court ofliciab, 182 
British Museum, 310; Harleiaii collrc- 
tiun in, 271 
Brudmeier, 319 ♦ 

Brooke, Arthur, 189, 233 
Brooke, Rupert, 164 
Brooke, Tucker, 314 
Brotanek, 318 n., 319 
Brown, Savonarola, 343 
Browne, Anne, 216 

Browne, Anthony, second Viscount 
Montague, 204, 205, 206, 210 
Browne, Mary, 205 n. 

Browne, Sir Thomas, 92, 93, 126 

Brutus ^ Plutarch's Life uf, 231 

Buc, Sir George, 283 

Buckstone, J. B., 343 

Bull inn, 1 1 

Bullcr, Thomas, 21G 

Bunbury, Sir E. II., 266 

Bundy, M, W., 321 

Bunn, A., 341 

Bunyan, Julin, 113 

Burbage, Cuthbert, 18 

Burbage, James, actor, 12, 13, 14, 18, 

19 

Burbage, Richard, actor, 3, 0, 1 18, 

36, 37,4a. '47. 221,330 
Burghley, Lord, 182, 190, 203 
Burnaby, Charles, 335 
Burning of satirical publications, 18 j 
B ums, Robert, 108 
Busby, J., 286 
Busoni, 140 

Butler's Nlarston, vicar of, 7 
Byrd, William, 147 
Bymc, M. St C., 187, i88n. 

Cadiz, capture of, 189 
Caesar, Plutarch's Life of, 230, 231 
CatiiJ Marius, 333 
Calais, fall of, 169 
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Cambridge University, pla>'s at, 42 
Camden, William, historian, quoted, 
172 

Campaspe, 245 

CampUll, Lily B., 303, 319, 321 
Campion, 111, 148, 149, 175 
Cannon heard in London, 169 
Canon, Shakespearian, 241, 305, 312; 

disintegration of, 238 
Canons oj Criticism, 307, 311 
Canterbury, Archbishop of, and censor- 
ship ol books, 173; orders burning of 
satires, 182; controls licensing of 
plays, 284 

Capell, Edward, 282, 283, 284, 308, 

3<>9. 3«L 3*'^ 3'4 

Capon, William, 339 
Cardenio nr Liitdenno, 239 
(Cardinal Wolscy’s Men, 10, 17 
Carew, Richard, 122 
Carillons, 137 
< '.arlylc, 1 homas, 8371. 

Carols, 143 

Cartesian inrchanism, 300 
Carvers, at Court, 199; 111 nobleman's 
household, 203, 203 
Case, K. 11., 314 
CaHtiglionc, 138 

Catholic priests, laws against, 1 73 
Catholics and Cluccn Elizabeth, 174; 

and James I, 184 
Catiline, 221 
Catling, Simon, 141 
Cavendish, Richard, 173 
Caxion, William, 234 
Cecil, Sir Robert, 182 
Cellar, in iinblcinan's household, 203 
(Jensorsiiip ol books, 173 
Certain Jalse dates in ^ha^^espearean quartos, 
322 

Chalmers, Alexander, 311 
Chalmers, George, 311, 317 
(Chamberlain, John, 1G3, 1G6 
Chambcrlain's-King's Company, 38 
(Chamberlain, Lord, 131, 285 
Chambermaids in nobleman's house- 
hold, 203 

Chambers, Sir E. K., 147 n., I94n., 
197, igfln., 199, aSg, ayo, 319, 3a 1 
Changeling, The, 257 
Chapiel Royal, choristers of, 146 
Chaplain in nobleman's household, 
203 
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Chapman, George, 15, 126, 129, 167, 
182, 234, 235, 238, 247, 251, 255, 
ash, 25a, 259, 260 

Characicr creation by Shakespeare, 302 
Character, elucidaiiuii ut, 67 fi. 

Chafiuter Problems %n ^utkeipeare's Plays ^ 
3«3 

Character, revelation of, and the new 
power in poetry: in J.C., 70; in 
Ham,f 70, 71 ; in Ant. and CUo.^ 71, 75, 
in K.L., 71, 74, 75-77; i« 7»; 
in L.L.A., 72, in Rom, and Jm., 72; 
in M.PJ.D.f 72 ; in Alacb., 72-74, 78-^ 
Characteristics of Shakespeare's style, 
3ih 

Characters, secondary, of Shakespeare, 
214 

Character-study, growth of, 302 
Chaig(sat theatres, ion. 

Charles 1, king (il Lngland, purchases 
Cremona violin, 143/1. 

Charles 11, king ol England, 256, 
houseliold ol, 197/1. 

Charlton, H. U., 304 
Chast Mayd tn Uuap^ide^ 257 
Chattertoii, F. 8., 343 
Chaucer, <n, 127, 234 
Cheke, Sir John, 128 
Chettlr, 1 Unry, 2, 3 
Quel Uaker, in nobleman’s household, 
217 

Children of Blackfnars Company, 185; 
of the Chapel Royal, 15, 18, 155, 
254, of I he Ciucen’s Revels, 16, 183; 
of St Paul’s Cathedral, 18, 146; of 
Westminster, 14b, ol Windsor, 146 
Children’s Company, 187 
Choristers of the Chapel Royal, 146 
Choristers, training ol, 123, 155/1. 
Chronule History oj the Lije and Work of 
M . bhakrspearef 269 

Chronicles ol Hohnshed, 149 n., 221, 228, 
229, 230, 307 

Chronological summary of Shake- 
speare criticism, 304 
Chronology ol the plays, 301, 305, 309, 

316 

Church music, 137, 143 

Church, social and political influence 

of, 173. 174 

abber. Colley, 335, 343, 345 
Cibber, 1 heophilus, 339 
Cicero, 221 


Cinthio, 236, 237 

City authorities, opposition of to 
theatre, 41, 177 
'City ol Rome’, 29 
Claik, W. G., 277, 284 
Cleopatra^ 252 
Clerks of the Closet, 199 
Clevcs, Anne of, 208 
Clue, Mrs, 338 

Chising ol theatres during plague, 41, 42 
Cloth of Sun and Moon, 29 
Clothing, references to, in Shakespeare, 
192 

Clowns, 150, 155, 221, 336 
Cock crow in Hamlet% 292 
Co( kpit theatre, 32, 325 
Coticrrr or treasurer in nobleman’s 
household, 203, 210 
Cohn, Alljeri, 318/1. 

Colas. Stella, 343 

Cohridgt, 95, 103, 104, 1 13, 287, 290, 
a<)8, 29(), 300, 302, 303, 304, 313, 317 
Collaboration ol Shakespeare with other 
writers, 200, 2 19 II., 239 
Collier. J. P., 313, 314, 318 
Collins, A., 197 n , 198/1. 

Colinan, Ceoige, 339 
Comedies of Shakespeare, increasing 
vogue of, in 18th century, 337 
Comedy oJ Errors^ 1 7, 2 1 , 45, 49, 1 96, 327 
Comic opera, 160 
Comical Gallant, The, 335 
Commentaries of Gervinus, 315 
Compagnie des Quinze, 194, 195 
Composers in Elizabethan age, 144 
Coii9>ositors, Elizabethan, 240, 275,278 
Comptroller in nobleman’s household, 
203 ; in Royal Household, 2 1 7 
Comus, 95 

Conceits, Elizabethan, too, 1078*. 
Concordances to Shakespeare, 320 
Condell, Henry, 14, 18, 36, 241, 274 
Conditions of dramatic performances, 
SO”) 

Conditions of Shakespeare’s art, 98*.; 
actors’ companies, 10, 11; inn-yards 
as theatres, 1 1 ; first theatre built in 
Shoreditch, 12; influence of bull- 
ring, 12, opposition of Puritan 
preachers, 13; Shakespeare as actor, 
13; Globe theatre built, 14; boys* 
companies, 15; choristers trained to 
act, 15, 16; Court and private per- 
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formances, i6, 17; ‘private’ theatres, 
18 ff.; staging and properties, 20 H'.; 
structure of ‘public* tiicaire, 22 H*.; 
spectacles and the masque, 31, 32; 
mechanical scenery, 32; repertory 
system, 33; customs of performance, 
34, 35; actors of bhakespeare’s com- 
pany* 35 audience, 30, 40; 
enemies of the stage, 40 IT.; licensing 
of plays, players and theatres, 41, 
touring, 42 

Conference about the Succession^ 178 
Congreve, William, 256 
‘Consort* of music, 143, 148, 150, 152 
Conspiracy of iiiron'^Th^^ 167 
Contemporaries of Shakespeare, 2431!., 
a8(», 305 

Contention of the Two Noble Families of 
Lancaster and Fork, The, 225, 263, 265, 
268, 2B6 

Co-operative methods in Shakespeare 
research, 332 

Coriolanus, 70, 7011., 71, 99, 115, 151, 
*85. * 93 . 23 ^. 273. 279, 327. 

332. 33 <». 339 . 'U 2 

Corwlanus, Plutarch's L.ije of, 23a 
Corneille, 2cri, 2«|6 

Corroborative detail necessary in drama, 
*9* 

Corruption of Shakespeare’s text, 2G8, 
306 

Coryat, Thomas, 54 n. 

Council chamber, 197 
Country dances, 141 
Court ceremonial, its reflection in the 
plays, 197, 199 

Court, influence of, on drama, 258 
Court life, Shakespeare's knowledge of, 
200 

Court of Elizabeth, 196 
Court |ierformances, 16, 17, 18, 21, 220 
Courtenay, Henry, Marquis of Exeter, 
215 . 2*7 

Courtier, The, 138 

Govern Garden, theatre in, 336, 339, 

34». 342. 343 

Cowdray , 2 1 5 

Cowley, Abraham, 103, 295 

Craig, Hardin, 321 

Craig, W.J., 314 

Craik, G. L., 313, 316 

Creative genias of Shakespeare, 317 

Greizcnach, 31811., 319 
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Criticism of Shakespeare, 287 if.; chrono- 
logical summary of, 304 
CroNS Keys inn, 11, 12 
Cross, W. L., 314 
Crowne, 333 
Cunningham, Peter, 313 
Cup-bearrrsi, 199 
Curtain theatre, 12, 13/1., 31, 47 
Cut-out wings, 334 
Cutting of bhakespearr’s plays, 335 
Cymbehne, 54, 70, 93, 99, 112, 151, 157, 
194, 2<Ki, 234. 239, 259, 260, 327, 
33B. 339 

Cynthia's Revets, 253 

Daly, Augustin, 344 
Damon and Rt thins, ,48 
Dance music in Shakespeare's plays, 
»4'). * Vb 

Dances between acts, 337 
Danes, inantirrs of. 184 
Daniel, P. A., 2l^, 317 
Daniel, Samuel, 92, 94, 252, 254, 256 
Dante, 127 
Dnnter, |olin, 2B6 
Daphnii and Chine, 94 
D'Avenant, John, vintner, Shake- 
sfx*are*s relations with wife of, 7 
D’Avenant, Sir William, fl, 31, 32, 32n., 
328. 327, 328, 329. 33^. 33*. 332, 
331. 33'-). 338 

Davenport, Mrs, actress, 328 
Davies, K., rector of Sapperion, note on 
Shakespeare’s religion, 8 
Davies, 'I 337 
Dav, |ohn, 16 
Derlaination, art of, 328 
Declaration of egregious Papist Impostors, A, 
238 

Deer-poarhing and other traditions of 
Shakesfvare's youth, 7 
Defence of Poesie, 120 
Dekker, I’homas, 40^., 188, igo, 222, 
248. 249, 2S3. «5^'. *57 
Dfliin, \ , 3n, 314, 318, 319 
De Afaisse's Journal, iqoa. 

Denmark, king of, visits James 1, 184 
Dennis, John, 335 
De Quincey, 2f»»), 299 
Der Restrafte Hrudermord, 225 
Derhv, Edward Earl of^, 203, 204 
Desiderata Cunosa, 199^1., 20311. 

Deutsche Shakespeare-CeseUschaft, 318 
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Devereux, Robert, Earl of Essex, his 
romantic ambitions, 178, 179; joins 
Portugal voyage, 178; assists Henri 
de Navarre in Normandy, 168; col- 
lects ships to relieve ('.alais, 169; 
helps to take Cadiz, 189, 170; in 
command of Islands voyage, 170, 
178, 179; favoured by some as suc- 
cessor to Queen Elizabeth, 178; 
quarrels with the Queen, 178, 179, 
197; sent to Ireland as Lord Deputy, 
17L 179; brought before Star 
Chamber, 179; tried and exrruted, 
1G7, 179; hisionral parallels of, 167; 
his fortunes reflected in plays of 
Shakespeare, 181 

Dirtioiiary of old English plays com- 
piled by Halliwcll, 315 
Diderot, '290, 1293 

Die Quellen des Shakespeare in Noiellen^ 
Marchen und Sagen^ 3 1 8 
Diogenes* tub in stage setting, 21 
Discouerie of Guiana, 1 1911. 

Discoveries, 253 

'Disintegration of Shakespeare*, 239 
Division of plays into acts and scenes, 
306 

Doctor Faustus, 33, 220, 243, 245, 248 
Doaiments of the Elizabethan Playhouse, 319 
Dodsley, Robert, 3 1 1 
Dogget, I'homas, 334, 335 
Domestic realism, in Much Ado, 209; 

in Tw, N., 209, 210 
Donne, Constance, 36 
Donne, John, 91, 92, 102, 103, X07, 
108, 109, no, 173. 175, 181, 320 
Doiset Garden, theatre in, 326, 332, 334 
Donee, Francis, 313 
Dowden, Edward, 301, 302, 317, 318 
Dowland, John, 130 
Downes, John, 330 

Dowries, marriage, in Elizabethan 
period, 207 

Dragon, ship, Hamlet played on board 
of, 43 

Drake, Sir Francis, 169 
Drama, Elizabethan, 243 IT., 323; 
Academic, 323 

Dramatic material of Shakespeare's 
sources, 223 (T. 

Dramatic technique of Shakespeare, 305 
Dramatis Personae, 306; in Othello, 195 
Draper, S., 309 


Drayton, John, 6, 281 
Drink referred to in Shakespeare, 193 
Droeshout, Martin, 6 
‘Drolls’, 325 

Drunkenness in Court circles, 184 
Drury Lane, theatre in, 325, 32G, 332, 
333. 335. 336. 337. 339. 34 '. 343 
Dryden, John, 1 18, 287, 288, 289, 292, 
* 93 . 305. 338 
Du Bellay, 94, 1 10 
Duelling, 193 
Duke’s Company, 326 
Dulwich College, 37 n. 

Dulwich 'plots’, 312 
Dumb-show, 146 € 

D’Urfey, Thomas, 333 
Dutch Courtezan, The, 254, 256 
Dvee, Alexander, 271, 313, 320 
IhnaUi, The, 164 

Earl of Worcester’s Men, 2 
Eastward Hoe, 167, 254 
Ehisch, W., 305, 3i8n, 

Eckhardi, L., 31 8«. 

Editions of Shakespeare, i54n., I56n , 
263 If., 277, 281, 282, 283, 284, 310, 
311, 313, 314, 315, 318, 321, 322 
Edward /, 248 
Edward II, 57, 64, 246, 248 
Edward 111 , 247 
Ldward IV, 207 
Edward VI, 40n., 138, 177 
Edwards, Richard, i4(), 1 1.8 
Edwards, I'hornas, 311, 387 
Egcrion, Lord Keeper, 180 
Egtoga Septma, 124 
Egiogs, Epytaphes and Sonettes, 1 24 
Ekwall, E., 319 
Elementarie, 128 
Eliot, T. S., 304 
Elizabeth and Essex, quoted, 163 
Elizabeth, queen of England : her per- 
sonality, 98, 134; her accomplish- 
ments, 138, 144; her Court, 196, 197; 
her household, iqon., 196, 197, 198, 
199, 200; her dealings with Essex, 
167, 178, 179; her excommunication, 
174; patronises theatre, 16, 36, 41, 
14b, i77f 229; speech to her last 
parliament, 181; her succession 
troubles, 164, 177, 178, 182; her 
illness and death, 172, 182; compared 
with James I, 183 
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Elizabethan conceits, 100 
Elizabethan drama, 152, 323, 345 
Elizabethan handwriting, 322 
Eliiabethan Home^ Thi^ i88n., 21 1 n. 
Elizabethan idiom, 1 15 
Elizabethan imagery, debt of, to 
euphuism, 105 
Elizabethan Journals ^ 317 
Elizabethan Life^ 205 
Elizabethan literature, 164, 306 
Elizabethan speech, 121 H'. 

Elizabethan Stage, i47n., igBn., 2G9, 270, 
3*9 

Elizabethan Stage Society, 319, 345 

Elizabethan stagirjg, 20 

Elizabethan theatrical conditions, 318 

Ellis, A. J., 319 

Elliston, R. W., 341 

Elze, Karl, 31 8n. 

Emendations of Shakespeare in nine- 
teenth century, 283 
Emotions in drama, 259, 2G0 
Endimion, 148, 245 
Ewlymion, 95 
England, 316 

English, Fllizabethan, ii7ff. 

English of Shakespeare, The, 316 
Entr'actes, music during, 154 
Entrances and exits, 306 
Entries of plays in Stationers* Registers, 
269 

Epiroene, i^on. 

Epilogue, 34, 35 
Erondelle, Peter, i88n., 21 1 n. 

Essay of Dramatick Poesy, 305 
Essay on the Dramatic Character of Sir John 
Falstaff, 297 

Essay on the Learning of Shakespeare, 237 
Essay Supplementary to the Preface of 1815, 
300 

Essex, Earl of, see Devereux, Robert 
Etiquette of Court Life, 199 
Euphues and his England, 94, 106, 132, 
J47 

Euphues* Golden Legacy^ 235 
Evans, Henry, 15, ib, 35n. 

Every Man in His Humour, 249 
Every Man out of His Humour, 143 
Evolution of pre-Shakespearian drama, 

323 

Ewry in nobleman's household, 203 
Excellent of the English Tongue, The, 
122 a. 


Exclusive rights of theatres, 341 
Excommunication of Queen Elizabeth, 
. *74 

Exeter, Marquis of, see Courtenay, 
Henry 

Exits and entrances, 277, 306 
r«xploitation of parts in plays, 341 
Extracts from the Registers of the Stationers* 
Company, 313 

‘Eyases, little*, in Hamlet, 18, 254 

Facsimiles of First Folio, 284, 315, 317, 
of quartos, 284; of Shakespeare's 
signature, 312, 313 
Paene dneene. The, 93, 164 
Fairies in plays, 148 
P'tiiry Ojteen, The, 334 
Faithjull Shepherdesse, 1 he, 238 
Family of Shakesprarr catholic, 173 
Famous Victories of Henry V, ‘The, 22G, 
227, 228, 307 
Fanfares, 130, 133 
Fantasias, musical, 134 
Farmer, J. S., 271 
Farmer, Richard, 237, 309 
Farranl, Richard, composer, 15,47, 147 
Fautit, Helen, actress, 343 
Fet liter, Charles, 341, 3] \ 

Fees paid to (a>urt oilicials, 198, 199 
Fenton, (ieollrev, 221 
Friiillerar, A., 319 

First Folio, 5, b, i.{, 45, 121, 280, 282; 

facsimiles of, 284, 315, 317 
First Octavo, 30G 

First Part of the Contention betwixt the two 
famous Houses of Turke and lemcaster. 
The, 223 

First Quarto, 223, 278 

Fiisi Shakespeare Society, 313, 314, 320 

Fischer, Rudolph, 3i8fi. 

Flats or shutters in stage settings, 334 
Flcay, Rev. F. G., 269, 31G 
Fletcher, John, 134, I4jn., 200, 219, 
239. 233. 258, 2G0, 291. 292 
Florio, his translation of Montaigne, 238 
Flowers in Shakespeare, 193 
Flying mechanism in theatres, 331 
Fadera, 30G 

Folio, 193, 224, 226, 231 fi., 241, 266, 
267, 268, 269, 272, 277 n., 284, 306, 
3**. 314. 330; of 1623, 263, 266, 274, 
277, 278, 280; of 1G64, 310; Fourth, 
281 ; lliird, 281 
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Folk-music used in Shakespeare's songs, 
157. «58 
Folk-songs, 145 

Food, references to in Shakespeare, 193 
Fool in King Uar, 155, 155^., 342 
Footlights, introduction of, 337 
Forbcs-Robcrison, SirJ., 344 
Fore-stage, 32O, 333; abolished, 342 
Forgeries of J. P. Collier, 314 
Forman, Dr, 317 
Forrest, Edwin, 337, 341 
Fortune theatre, 13, 13R., 24, 26, 27, 
28, 20, 30, 266 n., 270, 318 
Foundations of Shakespeare's Text^ The^ 

322 

‘Four period* doctrine, 301 
Fourth Folio, 281 
Foxe*s Hook of Martyrs^ 21 1 
France, inlliience of, on drama, 329 
Franz, Wilhelm, 319 
French dramatic criticism, 290, 293, 
204» 296, 297, 300 
French Garden^ T/tf, 188, 21 f n. 

Freudian technique in Shakespearian 
criticism, 303 

Frier Bacon and Frier Bongay^ 247, 248 
Frobisher, 169 
Froissart, 228 

Front cloths in stage settings, 342 
Frontispieces, 281 
Fuller, 1 hnmas, G, 230, 305 
Fulman, W., 7, 8 
Furness, H. H., 314 
Furniture, referent es to in Shake- 
speare, 193 

Furnivall, F. J., 267, 284, 301, 302, 

304. 3‘4. 3«5. 3«6, 3«7. 3*8. 32® 

Gaedertz, K. T., 3i8n., 319 
Gager, William, 40 
Gairdner, James, 208 n. 

GalatheOf 148 

Gallants on stage, 39, 40 n. 

Galliard dance, 153 
Galsworthy, John, 188,213 
Garrick, David, 9, 300, 308, 330, 331, 
335. 337. 338, 339. 340. 342 
''Gascoigne, George, 124, 125, 128 
Gen^e, R., 319 
Gentleman's Slagazine^ 316 
Gentlemen of the Chamber, in noble- 
man’s household, 205, 206; of the 
Horse, 206; of tiie Household, 215 


Gentlemen- and gentlewomen-in-wait- 
ing, in Elizabethan social life, and in 
Shakespeare, 203, 206, 209 If. 
Gentlemen Pensioners, 199 
Gentlemen of the Privy Chamber, 198, 
200 

Gentlcmen-Ushers, at Court, 199, 200, 
216; in nobleman's household, 203, 
205, 206, 210, 211 

George inn, Whitechapel, purchased 
for theatre, 12 a. 

German dramatic criticism, 290, 296, 
297. 298, 300, 317 

German Shakespeare-Gesellschaft, 323 
German translations of Shakespeare, 
3*7 

Gervinus, G. G., 301, 3i5» 318 

Gestalt, 289 

Gesture, art of, 328 

Ghosts, 303, 331 

Gibbon, Edward, 109 

Gibbon's tcnnis-couit, theatre at, 326 

Gildon, Charles, 334 

Giles, Nathaniel, 15 

Giles, Thomas, 1 5 

Globe theatre, 3, 12, 13a., 14, 16, 18, 
19. 20, 23, 30, 31, 32, 39, 55, 83a., 
ib8, 220, 270 
Glossaries, 315, 320 
Glover, J., 277 
Godulphin, Thomas, 216 
Goethe, 298, 300, 317 
Gullancz, bir Israel, 314 
Goodman's Fields theatre, 337 
Googe, Barnabc, 124, 128 
GorboduCy 14b, 245 
Gordon, G. S., 122 a., 314, 319 
Gosson, Stephen, 40 
Cowry f tragedy, 166 
Gowry atlair, the, i6Ga. 

Grammar schools in Elizabethan period, 
123, 124 

Grammar, Shakespearian, 31 1, 319 
Granville-Barker, H., 304, 319, 327, 345 
Granville, George, Lord Lansdowne, 
334 

Graves, T. S., 319 
Gray's Inn, revels at, 17 
Great Chamber, in nobleman's house- 
hold, 206 

Greek drama contrasted • with Shake- 
speare, 295 

Greenaway, Richard, 167 
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Greene. Robert, a, 45, 49, 223, 224, 
225. 235, 236, 245, 248, 249, 259, 
268 

Greene's Funeraib^ 222, 224 

Greg, W. W., 267, 272, 285, 379, 322 

Grenville, Honor, 207 

Grenville, Sir Richard, family of, 207 

Grey, Ladv Jane, 189 

Grierson, H. J. G., 314 

Grieves, the, 342 

Griffin, actor, 336 

Croatsworth of 11 1/, 2 

Groom in nobleman's household, 203 

Groom of the Stable, 21G 

Groom Porter, 193 

Grooms of the King’s Chamber, 3, 36, 
198, 211, 216, 250 
’Groundlings*, 39 
Guard, palace, 199 
Guilpin, 181 
Guise, Due de, 201 
Gui/.ot, 1 01 

GulVs Hornbook^ The^ 40 n., 309 
Gundolf, Friedrich, 300, 31811. 
Gunpowder Plot, 175, 185 

Habington, William, 3271. 

Hales, John, 237 
Hall, John, 4 

Hall, Joseph, Vtrgidemiarum^ 181 
Hallam, Henry, 301 
Halliwclll-Phillipps], J. O., 313, 31 'i, 

320 

Halpin, J. N., 313, 320 
Hamlet^ 7, 17, 18, 35, 36, 37, 39, 43, 
47, 48, 67, 69, 70, 72, 7')» 84 w * Oh, 
98, no, 1 15, 1 19, 144, 148, *h4, 

168, 172, 180, 182, 183, iBf), 200, 

201, 220, 225, 226, 230, 230, 238, 

254, 259, 2G0, 264, 2G5, 2<>0, 267, 

269, 281, 286, 292, 295, 312, 325, 327, 
328. 330. 335. 338, 344. 345 
Hamlet: An historical and comparative 
study ^ 321 

Handwriting, Elizabethan, 322 ; Shake- 
speare’s, 271, 272, 273, 274, 273, 284, 

321 

Hangings, scenic, 343 
Hanmer, Sir Thomas, 307 
Harington, Sir John, 1B4 
Harleian coUecdon in British Museum, 
271 

Harris, Frank, 302 


Harrison, G. B., 201 a., 226a., 317 

Harrison, William, 316 

Harsnrtt, Samuel, 238 

Han, Joan, 5 

Han, li. C., 267 

Hathaway, Anne (or Agnes), 2 

Hathway, Ru h.ird, 281 

Hawkins, Sir John, 1G9, 307, 311 

Hay, Loiti, 14B 

Haydn, 145 

Hay market, theatre in the, 32G, 334, 
33h, 3VU 342. 3n 
Hayward, John, 167, 168 
Hazhtt, William, 104, 290, 299, 300, 

341 

Health to the Gentlemanly Profession of 
Serving A/ra, A, quoted, iqh 
‘Heavens* in stage structure, 25 
Hegel, 302, 318 

Miel) Mouth* in stage structure, 29 
Hetninge, John, 14, 18, 36, 240, 274 
Henderson, pilin, •y\t\ 

Henry 111, king o( France, 201 
Henry IV, king of l-'.iigland, 193 
Henry IV, 98, 135. 15,1, 154, 165, 171, 
227, 228, 229, 2G4, 270, 279a., 311, 
335 

Henry the Fourth, 312 
Henry V, king of England, 193, 199a. 
Henry F, 31, 70, 1 71, 200, 227, 229, 230, 
2G4, 2f)7, 2G9, 279, 286, 307, 33G 
Henry VI, 0 '-^. 89, 185, 1G9, 223, 240, 
244, 248, jG3, 273, 280, 280, 31-,, 
333 . 313 

Henry VIII, king of England, 138, 177, 
184 

Henry VIII, 68a., 144, 151, 198, 199, 
20 >, 201, 217, 239, 31 1, 326, 327, 332 
Henryson, Rolirrl, 234 
Henslowe, Pliilip, 13, i6a., 28, 219, 
266a.; his Diary, 33, 119, 220, 281, 
312 

Henslowe's Diary, 313, 319 

Herbert, Sir Henry, i6a., 285, 312 

Herder. J. G., 297, 300,317 

Herford, C. H., 302 

Her Majesty’s Theatre, 34a 

Hero and Leander, 104 

Hertford, Countess of, ao8 

Ilertzberg, Prof., 316 

Heyes, Laurence, 285 

Heves Quarto, 278 

Heyei, Thomas, 285 
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Heywood, John, 15 
Heywood, Thomas, 92, 151 a., 248, 249, 
267 

Hick^n, S., 269 
High Steward of Courts, 203 
Hill, Aaron, 336, 337 
Historia Histrtomca, 7 
Historic costumes in plays, i94n. 
Historic sense in dramatic presenta- 
tion, 339 

Historical account of the rise and progress 
of the English stage, 310 
Historical accuracy in costume, etc., 

342 

Historical background of Shakespeare, 

3“5 

Historical relations of the plays, 317 
History of Henry the Fourth, 167 
History of Modern Colloquial English, 1 19 a. 
History of Shakespearean aiticism, 287 
Histrio^Mastix, 253 
Histrwphone, 2V<2a. 

Holmshed’s Chronicles, 194a., 221, 228, 
22(), 230, 307 
Holland, Philemon, 238 
Holmes, Elizabeth, 304, 320 
Homely Court life in Hamlet, 200 
Honeit Excuses, 40 
Honest Whore, The, 257 
Hooker’s 1G4, 17G 
Hope theatre, 12, 13 a., 24 
Hufikins, G., 1 15 

Household of Henry VIII, 198, 199; 
of Elizabeth, 198 

Household organisation of Elizabethan 
nobleman, 203 ff.; typified in Twelfth 
Night, 209 fl’. 

Housrnaii, A. E., 112 
Howard, Charles, Lord Admiral, 151, 
169, 178, 180 
Howard, Katherine, 208 
Hughes, Mrs, 327 
Hugo, Victor, 290, 300 
numerous Dayes Myrth, An, 182, 251 
Humour of Twelfth Night festivities, 
210, 211 

‘Humours*, Jonson’s Comedies of the, 
182 

Humours, theory of the, 250, 251 
Hunnis, William, 15 
Hunsdon, Lord, 13 
Hunt for plots, 22 1 
Hussey, John, 208, 217 


Hussey, John, Lord, 217 
Hymns in mediaeval mysteries, 145 

Ibsen, 243 

Ideas, doctrine of the association of, 
312 

Idiom, Elizabethan, 115 
Idolatry of Shakespeare in eighteenth 
century, 300 

If you know not me you know nobody, etc., 
267 n. 

Iliad, 126, 234 

Illustrations of Shakespeare, 313 
Illustrations of the Manners and Expences 
of Antient Times, 20 4 n. 

Imagery in Shakespeare, 96 ff., his 
poetical, 305 

Imagery on psychological principles, 
320 

Imitators of Shakespeare, 260 
Impecunious playwrights, 266 
Imperial Theme, The, 320 
Inaccuracies of Shakespeare's presenta- 
tions of noble life, 189, 190 
Incidental music, 146 
Indexes to Shakespeare, 31 1, 320 
Indies, new map of the, 18G, 188 
Infanta of Spain, 172 
Influence at home and abroad of 
Shakespeare, 305 

Influence of Beaumont and Fletcher on 
Shakespeare, 321 

Ingratitude of a Commonwealth, The, 333 
Injur'd Princess, The, 333 
Inner stage, 328 

Inns of Court, dramatic entertainments 
at, 17, 20 

Inns used as theatres, 1 1 
Instrumental music in Shakespeare’s 
time, 139, 140, 145, 153 
Intellectual background of Shake- 
speare, 305 

Interpolated music in plays, 337 
Interregnum, condition of theatres 
during the, 325 ; difference in Shake- 
speare presentation after the, 32 / 
Intrigues of Court life, 184 
Invader of his Country, The, 336 
Invasion, Spanish, false reports of, 165 
Irish Expedition, i7on. 

Iron Age^ The, i^in, • 

Irving, Henry, 32, 343, 344, 345 
Isaac, Hermann (Conrad), 316, 31811. 
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Isaacs, J., 305, 319 
Islands voyage, 170, 171, 178, 179 
Isle of Dogs^ The^ 166 
Italian influence, at Court, 21; on 
music, 139 

Italian novel, its appeal to Shakespeare, 
232 ff. 

Italian Renaissance theatre, 20 
Iter alive Imagery^ 313 

Jacobean drama, 257 tT. 

Jaggard, William, 278, 285 
James I, king of England; accession, 
182, 25)3, sm: compared with Eliza- 
beth, 183; CoiYt extravagance under, 
31, 184; escapes assassination, 165,, 
166; foreign relations, 182; his 
lavishing of knighthoods, 183; pa- 
tronage of players, ib, 31, 184, 185 
fames IVy 248 
James, Henry, 91 
Janssen, or Johnson, Gerard, 5 
jeffes, Abel, 285, 286 
jenkinson, Hilary, 322 
Jenkyn, David ap, 216 
Jeronimo ^ 19 
Jespersen, Otto, 319 
Jesuits, English, fanaticism of, 175, 176 
Jew of The^ 29, 228, 245, 246, 252 

Jew qf Venue, The, 334 
Jews and Elizabethan England, 317 
Jig, in stage plays, 35, 149; its music, 
158, 160 

Joan of Arc, 224 
Jocaster, 245 
Jolly, George, 326 
Johnson, Arthur, 286 
Johnson, Robert, 159 
Johnson, Samuel, 9, 100, loi, 107, 
109, 223, 240, 283, 293-4, 205, 29^>f 
307, 308, 309, 310, 312 
Jones, Ernest, 303 
Jones, Inigo, 31 
Jones, Robert, 158 
Jones, R. F., 306 

Jonson, Ben, 5, 6, 15, 39, 93» *35» »3®» 
i4on., 143, 166, 167, 173, I75» 

188, 219, 221, 222, 224, 237, 240, 
241, 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 
256, 258, 266, 280, 291, 320; his 
Comedies of the ‘Humours’, 182 
Joyce, James, 302 
Julius Caesar, 230, 231 
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Julius Catsar, 33, 70, 7411., 9a, 144. 156, 
•65. 199. 9301 93111., 236, a54, 273, 
279. 397. 335. 336. 338 

Kant, 300 

Katherine of Aragon, 217 
Kean, Charles, 343 
Kean, Edmund, 333, 337, 341 
Keats, 100, 102, 104, no, u6i 
Keller, Wolfgang, 31811. 

Kelhier, Leon, 318/1. 

Kemble, Charles, 3^,2 

Kemble, John Philip, 32, 338, 330, 340, 

^341 

Keinpe, William, 14, 38, 42, 141 a., 186 
Kenilworth, 215 
Ketiriek, William, 312 
Ki*nt, Earl tif, 217 
Killigrew, Thomas, 326, 327 
King John, 98, loi, 126, 165, 170, 171, 
178, 227,' 327, 330, 3ia 
King Irar, 42, 47. 7^'. 7*» 74. 75. 7 ^* 
77. Bf). 9*. 99. *15, 121, 133, 150, 
155. *85. 193, 19'), 22()n., 234, 238, 
264, 285, 267 n., 276, 279, 203, 296, 
308, 320, 328, 333, 33;, 338, 339, 
_3Pb 34*. 3V-i 

King of Spam and James I, 182 
King’s Company, 326, 327, 329, 332, 
334 

King’s Evil, 185 

Kingship and loyalty in Shakespeare’s 
plays, 180 

K ng’s Men, 3, 14, 16, 18, m), 36, 37, 
4a, 68, I47n., 149, 152, 185, 220B., 
230. 20'.. 9", 8 
Kirrhrr, Athanasius, 157 
Kitchen, at Court, 199; in nobleman’s 
household, 203 
Knight, Charles, 301, 313 
Knight, Wilson, 115, 320 
KnighthocKln, 182, 183 
Knights of Royal Household, 199 
Knocking on the Chte in Macbeth, 299 
Knollys, Sir William, 180 
Korppel, 318/1. 

Kyd, Thomas, 33, 225, 226, 243, 244, 
^ 245, 248, 247, 249, 259 
Kynaston, 326 

I^cy, John, 329 

Ladies of the Bedchamber, ig8; of the 
Privy Chamber, 198 
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La Harpe, 290, 293 
Lambi Charles, 209, 290, 299 
Landor, W. S., 260 
Langbaine, Gerard, 305, 306, 310 
l^ngley, Francin, 13 
Language, Shakespeare’s power over, 
>35 

Language, training in, in Middle Ages, 

122 ir. 

Languages, Shakespeare’s knowledge 

of, 237 

Lan^owne, Lord, see Granville, George 
V Appel d toutes Us nalioru d$ V Europe ^ 

338 

Latimer, Bishop, 4011., 131 
Latin in Eli/nbrihan education, 132 
Latinisrns in Lnglisih, 114 
Laundry in riohlrriuii’s household, 203 
Law against Lovers^ Tiu^ 327, 328, 330, 
33* 

Law, Matthew, 277 
Lawrence, W. J., 142, 319 
Lawrence, W. W., 321 
Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity^ 164 
Leading motives in the Imagery of Shake^ 
spear e's Tragedies ^ 320 
Learning, Shakespeare’s, 237 
Lectures on Shakespeare, first public, 
312 

Lee, Sir Sidney, 321 
Leicester, E.irl of, 1 78 
Leicester's Men, 12 
Lennox, Charlotte, 30O, 3x8 
Leo, F. A., 318/1. 

Leopold Shakespeare^ 315; quoted, 314,317 
Lessing, G. L., 2f)7, 317 
Letter on Shakespeare's authorship of * The 
KobU Kinsmen', etc., 316 
Letter to Mr Garrick, /L 31 1 
Letters and Memorials of ^tate, Jgyn, 
letters and Papers, 2oQn., 2tf>n., 2iCn. 
Letters of Royal and illustrious Ladies, 
207 n. 

Letters written by John Chamberlain during 
the retgn of Queen Elizabeth, quoted, 
165 

Lewes, George Henry, 341 
Library, The, 2O5 

Licensing of plays, players and theatres, 
4*1 28-, 

Lieghe, Mr, 216 
Ligh,John, 216 
Lighting effects, 337, 345 


Lincoln’s Inn Fields, theatre in, 326, 

337 > 33 >« 334 > 335 > 33 ^ 

Lisle family, 217 
Lisle, Katherine, 217 
Lisle, Lady, 208, 218 
Lisle, Lord, 207, 218 
Lisle, Philippa, 2 1 7 
Liszt, 140 

Literary movements, Shakespeare’s re- 
lation to, 305 

Literature, Elizabethan, 164, 306 
Live rabbits in Midsummer flight's 
Dream, 342 

Live sparrows in Rinaldo, 342 
Lives of Shakespeare, if, 306, 3*5, 316/1., 
321 

Living persons represented on stage, 166 

Locality boards, 319 

Location of scenes marked in plays, 306 

Locke, John, 312, 343 

Locrine, 281 

Lodge, Thomas, 40, 173, 175, 235, 247, 

307 

Loening, Richard, 318/1., 320 
London, Bishop of, see Bancroft, Dr 
ijondon Piodigall, The, 281 
Longman, Mr, 309 
Lorigus, 94 

Looking Glasse for London and England, A, 

247 

Loprz, Roderigo, 185 
Lord Admiral, see Howard, Charles 
Lord Chamberlain, 41, 42, 151, iqq 
Lord Chamberlain’s Company, 3, 6, 

'85 

Lord Chamberlain’s Men, 225, 249 
Lord Chief Justice and Essex, 180 
Lord Strange’s Men, 13 
Louis Xll, king of France, 210 
Lounsbiiry, T. R., 306 
Loutherbonrg, De, 337, 339 
Ijove Betray'd, 33') 

Loier's Complaint, A, 97, 102, 103, I lO 
Loie's Labour's Lost, 30, 45, 49, 72, 95, 
no, in, 121, 125, 126, 130, 135 
154, 186, 208, 237, 248, 264, 263, 
26G, 267, 270, 274n., 27711., 278, 279, 

327 

Love's Philosophy, 106 

Low Countries, war in the, i68fr. 

Lowes, J. L., 240, 303 

Lowin, John, 37 

Loyalties, 213 
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Lucrea, 3, 45, 97, 103, 104, 105, 205n., 
263, 265, 298 
Ludwig, Otto, 31811. 

Lute-players in Shakespeare’s day, 140 
Lyceum theatre, 343, 345 
Lydgate, John, 234 

Lyly, John, 15, 18, 21, 47, 92, 93, 94, 
96, 103, 105, 106, 107, 132, 133, 147, 
235. 244. 245, 248, 259 
Lyrics, English, 145; written to ex- 
isting tunes, 150 

Macbeth, 70, 72, 73, 74, 78, 79, 80. 81, 
82, 8411., 107, 121, 185, 201, 202, 
220, 230a., 2>t, 257, 282, 307, 32b, 

330. 33 »» 33 ^>. 33 «. 339 . 343 
McKerrow, K. B., 322, 323 
Macklin, Charles, 312, 336 
Macready, W. C., 32, 341, 342 
Maddermarket theatre m Norwich, 345 
Madrigal, 138 

Mad It arid. My Masters, A, 104 
Magic and music, 160 
Maids of Honour, 198, 199 
Maides Tragedy, The, 202, 258 
Malapropisms, 130 
Malcontent, The, 20, 220, 254, 256 
Malone, Edmund, 223, 224, 225, 266, 
268, 280, 283, 30b, 309, 310, 311, 
3»2, 3*6, 318 
Malone Society, 322 
Manipulation of materials by Shake- 
speare, 305 

Manningharn’s Diary, b, 213a. 
Mantuaiius, Baptista, 94 
Manuscript of Shakespeare, 274 ff. 
Manwood, Sir Roger, Chief Baron of 
the Exchequer, 213 

Marching and march music in drama, 

150. 153 

Margaret, Queen, 229 
Margaret I'udor, princess, 217 
Marlowe, Christopher, 13, 19, 33 . 37 . 
46a., 48, 57, 58, 59a., 6}, 90, 92, 93, 
95. ib8, 175, 220, 221, 224, 240, 
243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 249, 252, 
255. 259. 296 ^ 

Marriage dowries in Elizabethan age, 
207 

Marston, John, 15, 20, 30, 144, ij 3 » 
167, 175, 181, 182, 220, 222, 253, 

» 55 . asS, 357, 358 
Marston and the Malcontent Type, 321 


Mary, queen of England, 138, 177 
Mary, queen of Scots, 177, 312 
Masque, 31, 32, b8a., 148, 149, 159, 
2f,8, 328. 334, 335, 336 
Massinger. IMiilip, 34 a., 38, 219, 253, 
2b I, 3^0 

Masson, David, 301 

Master of the Horses, in nobleman’s 
household, 203. 210 
Master ol' the Revels, 16, 36, 41, 42, 
152a., 285 

Material of Shakespeare’s sources, 
22311., 30:, 

Mathews, Charles, 342 
Matthews, vV., 22(>/t. 

Mature style ol Shakespeare, 1131!. 

Max hew, A. L., 320 

Measure Jor Measure, I^G, 238, 231, 2G0, 

3*>4. 32b. 33*>. 334. 3 

Mechanical di'vices in plays, 329 
Mediaeval allegory, 113, 113 
MeditK val art, i 1 3 

’Melanctioly type* in Eli/abethan 
soeiet), 303; Hamlet as an expression 
of, 182 

Menechrm of Plautus, 307 

Metiafdion, 223 

Mental proiesse.n of Shakespeare, 305 
Merchant oj i'entce, b.j, <>(>, 92, 93, 118, 
*54. >55. >‘1>. *94. 214, 228, 264, 
2b3, 270, 281. 283. 327, 33b, 340 
Meredith, Ceorgr, 250 
Meres, 1 rancis, 3, 1 10, 223, 309 
Merry Conceits oJ liottorn the II eaver, 325 
Merry tines of tiindsor, 17, 1 55, i« 7 . 
19b, 229, 284, 203, 267, 2b8, 269, 
280, 2811, 3t3, 327, 335 
Messengers, C^ourt, M19 
Meiamorfdmes (if (^vid, 94 
Metaphors, .Shakrsfieare's, 107, 108 
Metaphysicals, fashion for, 320 
Methfxi, dramatic, of Siiakcspcare, 305 
Metrical tests, 31b 
Microcosrnus, masque, 32 n. 

Midas, 21, 1 48 

Middleton, Thomas, 15, 233, 255, 257. 

238 

Midsummer Night's Dream, 17, 72, 98, 
121, 142, 153, 139, 1(11,239, 24>-»»2bo, 
264, 2(15, 270. 279, 281, 327, 334, 

33b. 33b. :w‘». 342 

Millington, 1 ' , 286 
Milton, John, 93, 104, 126 
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Mind and Aft of Shakespeare^ 301, 318 
Miracle plays, 10, 15, 21, 29 
Mirror for Magistrates^ 22 1 
Miscellaneous Observations on the Tragedy 
of Macbeth^ 307 
Misery of Cuil The, 333 

Misprints, 276, 283, 315 
Modem dress presentations of Shake- 
speare's plays, 343 

Modern Ijinguaqe Review, articles on 
Shakespeare, 273 

Mfxlcin productions in Elizabethan 
manner, 319 
Moli^re, 29G 
Mommsen, Tycho, 280 
Monasteries, dissolution of the, 174 
Montague, Viscount, see Browne, An- 
thony 

Montaigne, kiorio's translation of, 238 
Monteverdi, 145 

Moor of Venice, Ginthio's tale of, 237 

Moray, Regent, 20i 

More, C.liriMopiier, 218 

More, Sir '1 homas, 10, 17, 174, 271 

Moigan, Appleton, 314 

Muigann, Maurice, 297, 298, 300,302, 

Morley, Thomas, 139, 158, 139 
Morns dance, 141 n. 

Morsbach, L., 31811. 

Mother Dombie, 148 

Mother of the Maids, in nobleman's 
household, 199 
Moulton, R. G., 302 
Mounteagle, Ladv, 2i6n. 

Mountjoy, Lord, see Blount, Charles 
Mouse-trap play in Hamlet, 200 
Mozart, 1 

Much Ado About J^othing, 155, 209, 211, 
232, 24O, 264, 270, 277 n,, 279, 280, 
281, 326, 330, 334 

Mulcaster, Richard, schoolmaster, 123, 
128 

Monday, Anthony, 2^9, 281 
Murder of Gonzago, The, 220 
Mulder, Shakespeare's handling of, 201 
Murry, J. Middleton, 115 
Music and Shakespeare: mediaeval 
music, 137; church and secular 
music, 137; Renaissance musical cul- 
ture, 138; music printing, 138; royal 
musicians and composers, 138; vocal 
music, part songs, madrigals, 138, 


139; Netherlandish music, 139; 
Julian music, 139; instmmental 
music in the plays, 139 If.; dance 
music, 145, 153; 'consort' and 

'broken* music, 145, 150; hymns and 
carols, 145; music in dumb shows, 
146, 148; battle music, 146, 153; 
choirs, 146; chorister plays, 146, 147; 
fairy music, 148; music for masques, 
148; orchestra, 149, 152; jigs and 
their music, 149, 158, 160; musicians 
attached to households, 151; their 
pay, 151; music in stage directions, 

151, 152; music-room in theatres, 
152; Shakespeare'a knowledge of 
music, 152, 153; songs in the plays, 
154. 155; mechanical musical instru- 
ments, 157 

Music in plays, 153, 337; between acts, 

34 , > 49 . >50. 220 

Music printing, 138 

Music, Shakc.speare's knowledge of, 

152, I IS 

Music when soft voices die, 103 

Mustra Transalpma, 139 

Musical culture and the Renaissance, 

138 

Musical instruments: bassoon, 132; 
ciilcrn, 140, 143; clarinet, 145; 

cornet, 142, 146, 1^9, 152; drum, 
IJI, IJ2, IIG, 150, 151, 15a, 153; 
fife, 141; ilute, 141, 146; hautboy, 
shaum or waits, 141, 142, 146, 148, 
150, 152; harmonium, 144; horn, 
142, 145; lute, 138, 140, 143, 144, 
148, 149, 151, 152, 153; organ, 
142, 144, 145, 149, 157; pianoforte, 
140, 144, 145; pipe, 141, 148, 149, 
rebec, 143; recorder, 140, 141, 143, 
>50. >53; rcRal, 144, 1^5; sackbut, 
142, 150; serpent, 142; tabor, 141; 
trombone, 142, 149; trumpet, 142, 
150, 152; viol, 140, 143, 147, ir,o, 
152, 137; viol-da-gamba, 143; violin, 
>43. > >46. >48. >49; virgmal, 138, 

140, 144, 153, 157, 158 
Music-room in theatres, 152 
Musurgia Universalis, 157 
Mysteries, mediaev^, 145 

Nabbes, Thomas, 32 n. « 

Name of God prohibited in plays, 285 
Names, use of in plays, 192 
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Nares» Roberts 320 

Nashc, Thomas, 40, 49, 129, 166, 222, 
225 

National background of Shakespeare, 
163 ff. 

Natural History qf Pliny^ 94, 238 
Natural history imagery, 3 1 7 
Navarre, Henri de, ibU, 201 
Naylor, E. W., 151a., i53n,, 154, 158 
Necromancy in drama, 248 
Neidig, W. J., 322. 

Neilson, W. A., 314 

Neilson, Adelaide, 343 

Netherlands and music, 139 

Neuendortr, 8., 919 

New realism in Shakespeare criticism, 

303 

New Shakspere Society, 304, 314, 31b, 
3*7i3i«. 320 

New York Shakespeare Society, 314 
Nichols, J., 204 n. 

Nicoll, A., cHo 
Nightgown in Machethf 202 
Nine men’s morris, 185, 192 
Nine Worthies, 12 1 

Nobility, social life of in Shakespeare, 

i89f 

Noble arte of venerie or hunting, i94n. 
Noble, Richmond, 112, 156^. 
Nobleman’s household in Elizabethian 
age, 203, 208 

Noblemen’s sons as ‘serving-men’, ig6 
Normality of Shakespeare, The, 302 
Norris, Sir John, 168, 169 
North, Sir Thomas, see Plutarch 
North brooke, John, 40 
Northumberland, fifth Earl of, 204 
Notes and Queries, 269, 271, 321 
Notes and V^arious Readings, 308, 

309 

Novel, Italian, 232 ff. 

Nun^s Priest's Tale, 95 

Observations and Conjectures upon some 
passages of Shakespeare, 309 
Observations on Hamlet, etc., 312 
Ode to the Nativity, 104 
Odell, G. C. D., 339 
(Edipus-complex, The, as an explanation 
of Hamlet's mystery, 303 
(Edipus the King, 295 
Office of the Revels, 2 1 
Old Drama and the New, 26 n. 
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Old plays, adaptations of, 221, 226, 
227, 239 
Old Vic, 343 
Old ll'uw rale. The, 248 
Oldys, William, 310, 311 
On Reading Shakespeare, 83 a. 

Onions, C. T., 320 
Open-air theatres, 149 
Opera, 32, ibo, 161, 327, 336, 342; rise 
ol, 147. 149 

OrchcMia, 143, 149, 152 
Ordinances ol Household of Charles II, 
quoted, 197W. 

Ordinances Jor the Household made at 
Eltham, i98n. 

Orfeo, 143 

Organisation and Personnel of the Shake- 
spearian Company, I') 2/1., ryfn. 
Originality in drama, raritv of, 222 
Orlando Turioso, 37 fi., 2ti8 
Othello, 47, t»3, 67, 70, 84/1.. 195, 212, 
220n., 23G, 265, 327, 3\Vi\ quoted, 
108 

Otway, Thomas, 333, 338 
Ovid, 94, 104 

Oxford, perforinanrrs at, 42 
Oxjord English l)utiunary, 222, 284 
Oxford University, dissensions on the 
drama, 40 

Page, W. II., 8 
Pages, Court, 199 
Painted seem 1 y, 327, 328, 329 
Painter, Willi.iiii, 221, 233 
Palace of Pleasure, The, 221, 233 
Palladis Tarnia, 309 
I’amphletcers, anti-Jesuit, 176 
Pandusto, 235 
Paradise Ijost, 1 03, 1 26 
Paradise Regained, f)r, 

Parallelisms between Shakespeare’s and 
other works, 280 

Parliarnrntaiy prohibition of stage 
plays, 325 

Parsons, Fr. Robert, Jesuit, 178 

Part-music and part-songs, 138, 139 

Pa van, dance, 133 

Pavicr, T., 286 

Pay of actors, 37 

Pay of musir lans, i.^i 

Payments for Court performances, 16 

Peck, Francis, ig9n.,203n. 

Peele,George, 49.224, 244, 245, 248,248 
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Peeri. Edward, 15 
Pembroke and Montgomery, Earl of. 
Lord Chamberlain, 36, 285 
Peinbroke'i Men, 270 
Pensioners, Court, 1 99 
Pepys, Samuel, 327, 328, 329, 330; his 
Dtary^ 290 

Percies, the, 228, 31 1 
PeruUs, 31, 42, 143, 238, 264, 265, 281, 
3*5 

Perkins, Richard, 37 
Perpoyntc, William, 215 
Personality of actor, 85 
Personality of Shakespeare, critics’ task 
of building up, J02 

Personilicaiion in mediaeval literature, 
1*3 

Petrarch, 94, 127 
Pcirucci, t j8 
Pctiie schools, 123 
Phelps, baniucl, 343 
Phiioiler, 258, 2bo 

Philosophic inind of Shakespeare, 298, 

Philosophical idealism in Shakespeare 
criticism, 303 
Phlotast 254, 256 
Pharnix and the Turtle^ The^ ill 
Plitrnix theatre, 325 
Piers Penniless, 40 
Pilgriiiiage of Grace, 217 
Piracies, 220, 223, 224, 225, 267, 268 
Pius V, 174 

Place, convention of, *>6, 57, general 
neglect of, ^7 , in Marloue’s / du ard //, 
57 , in Rich //, «)8 M , in Rom and Ju,, 
61 , in Ant and Lleo , 62 , in 0 th , 63 
Plagiarisin, 221, 222, 224, 308 
Plague causes closing of theatres, 248, 

249 

Planch^, J. R., 319, 342, 343 
Plantagenet, Arthur, see Lisle, Lord 
Plato, 2C)0 

* Piatt ’ or synopsis of play, 34, 38 
Plautus, 250, 307 
Play-bills, 34 
Play-dresser, 222, 223 
Players, licensing of, 41, 42 
Piavhimse in Salisbury Court, White- 
friars, 325 

Pla> houses closed during Interregnum, 
328 

Plays, liceiising of, 41, 42 


Playwrights and Puritans, 1 77 
PUiade, The^ 94, 95 
Phny, 94, 238 
Plots, hunt for, 221 
Plumptre, James, 312 
Plutarch, North’s edition of, 221, 230, 
231, 232, 23b, 306 
Pocl, William, 209, 319, 345 
Poct-\pc, 222, 224 
Poetaster, 222, 253 
Poetic Imagery, 320 
Poetic imagery of Shakespeare, 305 
Poetry of Shakespeare, 89 ff ; contrast 
between dramatic poetry and poetic 
drama, 90, emotion pitch in drama, 

90, 91 , hrst soliloquy in Hamlet, 90, 

91, Shakespeare's style, 92, 93, his 
idiom, 93, 9b, his poetry teachers, 
93» 94* his debt to Spenser, 94, 95, 
his imagery and conceits, 96 ff, in- 
fluence of Lyly, i03fr , Shakespeare's 
metaphors, 107, 108, the Sonnets, 
1098 , Ihe Phanxx and the Turtle, and 
the Songs, 1 1 1 ff , secret of his 
mature style, 1138 , study of, 304 

Poisoning in plays, 201 n 
Political background of Shakespeare, 
3'>5. 33i. 333. 33<> 

Pi>li(ical and hutorical relations of the 
plays, 317 

Pollard, A. W., 319, 322 
Pollard, 1 homas, 38 
Pope excommunicates Queen Eliza- 
beth, 174 

Pope and James I, 182 

Pope, A., 224, 282, 290, 292, 306, 310, 

312 

Popular taste, influence of on drama, 
248 

Porter in nobleman's household, 217 
Posies, 125 

Prayer Book, English, 123 
Predecessors of Shakespeare, need for a 
survey of, 323 

Prefaces to Shakespeare, 9, 314, 315, 
3*9. Johnson s quoted, 293, 294, 295 
Presence Chamber, 197, 198 
Preussische Jakrbucher, 316 
Prices of plays, 33 
Prince Henry's Men, 255 
Princess’s theatre, 343 
Principles and Constructum of Shakespeare's 
Verse, 311 
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Printers* errors, 283 
Printing of music, 138 
‘Private’ theatres, 150, 154 
Privy Chamber, 198 
Privy Goimcil, 177, 178, 180, 213 
Production and Stage Management at the 
Blackfrtars Theatre^ 3 1 9 
Production, technique of, 335 
Prohibition of stage plays by Parlia- 
ment, 325 
Prologue, 34 

Promos and Cassandra, 226 n. 

Prompter or ‘book-holder*, 33, 34, 275, 
283 

Pronunciation, Siiakespeare’s, 319 
Proof-corrector, 275 
Proscenium, 240, 328, 335, 345 
Prose, mediaeval, 127 
Prothalamion, 97 

Provincial touring by players, 42 
Psycho-analysis in Shakespeare criticism, 

303 

Psycho-analytical technique in criticism, 

303 

Psychological background of Shake- 
speare’s plays, 320, 321 
Psychological principles of imagery, 320 
Psychological study of Shakespeare, 312 
Psychology of Elizabethan age, 303 
Public Advertiser, lecture on Shakespeare 
in, 312 

‘Public’ and ‘private’ theatres, 18 if., 

149, 

Public events represented on stage, 166 
Public lectures on Shakespeare, 312 
Public stage-plays prohibited by Parlia- 
ment, 325 
Pii]ver,J., i43n. 

Punctuation, Shakespeare’s, 282, 311, 
3*9 

Piins in Shakespeare, 52, 53, i ig, 130,225 

Purcell, Henry, 159, 334 

Puritan campaign against the theatre, 

35* 4* . . j 

Puritan influences in politics and re- 
ligion, 176, 177 
Puritan orators, 131 
Puritan revolution feared, 176 
Puritane, The, 281 

Puritanism in Shakespeare’s back- 
ground, 17b, 177, 184 
Pushkin, 300 

Puttenham, George, 119, 120, 126 
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Quarto texts of Shakespeare, 224, 225, 
226, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 
^ 73 * a 77 » 279* 285, 286, 306, 308, 
3*0, 3*4. 3*7. 322 
Queen Anne’s Men, 36, 37, 39 
Queene of Arragon, 32 «. 

Queen’s Men, 2, 226, 255, 270 
Queen’s Prn-y Chamber, 19711. 

Queen’s theatre, 343 
Queen’s Trumpeters, 151 
Quiller-Couch, Sir Arthur, 30a 
Quin, James, 337, 340 
Quiney, Thomas, 4 
Quips in Shakespeare, 186 

Racine, 293, 296 

Raiiiolcies, John, 40 

Raleigh (Ralegh), Sir Waller, 119, 120, 

1 84 

Rah^gh, Sir W., 304, 321 
Ralli, A., 287, 304 
Ravenscrofi, Edward, 333 
K.U., 222 

Reading, Shakespeare’s, 305 
Reading versus seeing pi lys acted, 297 
Realism, domestic, in drama, 209 
Realism, new, in criticism, 303, 304 
Realistic plays, 258 
Rebeck, Hugh, 143 
Relx Ilion of *13, 336 
Rrcnver-Ceneral, in nobleman’s house- 
hold, JO) 

Red Bull theatre, 13, iGn., 37, 325,326 
Red Lion inn, 12 
Reed, I., 310, 311 

Refinement of Shakespeare’s diction, 
3-*9. 330. 33*. 352 

Reformation, influence of, on drama, 123 
Rehear ml. The, 100 
Rfjedion of Falstaff, The, 302 
Relatwm of Hamlet to Contenporaty revenge 
play\, 32 1 

Religion, in Shakespeare’s background, 
*73 

Religion of Shakespeare’s family, 175 
Religious plays, 14G 
Remarks on the differences of Shakespeards 
versification in different periods of his life, 
316 

Renaissance culture, 194; drama, 304, 
323; music, 138 
Repertory system, 219 
Representation of living persons, 166 
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Reprints of Shakespeare^ 280, 317 
Restoration drama, 255, 256, 329, 332 
Restoration theatre, 32, 152, 325 ti. 
Restoration versions of Shakespeare, 
33h 

Return from Parnassus^ The^ 42 
Return Jrom Pernassus //, f/te, 254 
Revels Accounts, 312 
Revels Children, 20, 3611. 

Revels DoLutuenU, 313 
Revenge oj bu^sy D'Ambois^ The^ 255, 259 
Revenge, plays ul, 225 
'Reversion oi old plays', 223, 224 
Revision ui old plays, 219, 220, 223 
Reynolds, F., 340, 342 
Reynolds, G. 1*., 319 
Rhodes, John, 325, 32G 
Rhodes, R. Cionipion, 268, 279 
Rhyme test, 31b 
Rhythm, Shakespeare's, 2U2 
Rich, John, 335, 33b 
Richard 11, king ol England, 193, 229 
Rukard //, 58, 59, 60, bi, 64, bj, 12b, 
iby, ib8, 193, 200, 214, 228, 2b3, 
270, 27b, 277, 27a, 3-«7. 3J-«> 3JJ» 
33a, 343 

Ruliard III, 19, 69, 200, 264, 270, 279fi., 

327. 335. 343 
Richardson, W illiain, 300 
Richardsonian metliod 111 criticism, 303 
Rinaldo, 342 
Riston, Adelaide, 343 
Rivaliy between companies, 187, 222, 
334 

Rizzio, David, 201 
Road to Xanadu, The, 303 
Roaring GirU, The, 254, 257 
Roberts, James, 28b, 31 1 
Robertson, J. M., 239, 240, 330 
Robin Hood, 249 
Robinson, Crabb, 100 
Roderick, Richard, 34, 316 
Romantic movement, 298, 317 
Romantic period, 301 
Romantic plays, 258, 259 
Romantic Revival, 113 
Romanticism, 300 
Romantics, 341 

Rome, College at, for English youdis, 

175 

Romeo and Juliet, 39, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 
72, 95. *05. “o. III, 143, 165, 

208, 213, 263, 284, 265, 26b, 267, 


269, 279, 280, 281, 286, 326, 327, 333, 
33a. 339. 340 
Rorneus and Julut, 233 
Roiisard, 94, 1 10 
Rope-dancing, 325 
Rosalynde, 233, 307 
Roscius Anglicanus, 7 

Rose theatre, 3, 12, 13, 16/1., 33, 37, 47, 
26611. 

Roubiliac, L. F., 338 
Routme of Court lilc, 200 
Rowe, Nicholas, b, 7, 281, 282, 30b 
Rowley, Samuel, 220, 257 
Roxalana, 327 

Roxana print (Alabastir.*), 318 
Rumelin, Gustav, 301, 318 
Russian criticism ol Shakespeare, 300 
Rutland, Countess of, 208 
Rutland House, play at, 320. 

Rutland, Lord, 151 
Rutter, Mrs, 327 
Ryiands, G., 304, 320 
Ryincr, Thomas, 292, 305, 332 

Sadler's Wells theatre, 343 
ist Joan, 184 

St Paul's, choristers of, 14b 
St Paul’s theatre, 18, 30 
Salaries of servants m nobleman's 
household, 216, 217 
Salisbury Court theatie, 32 
Salmacida Spolia, 328 
Salvini, Tommaso, 343 
^afiho and Phao, 148 

Saracen's Head inn used as theatre, 1 1 
Sarrazin, George, 3i8n. 

Satires, unpublished, of Donne, 181 

Satiro^Mastix, 253 

Sauny the Scot, 329 

Savonarola, 343 

Savoy tlicatre, 345 

Saxc-Meiningen Company, 344 

Scene-painters, 337 

Scenery, development of, 32 n. 

Scenery, Shakespeare’s rival and foe 

34a 

Scenes, location of marked, 306 
Schclling, F. E., 300 
Schlegel, A. W., 317 
Schlegels, the, 298, 300 
Schmidt, Alexander, 3i8n.> 320 
Scholarship, Shakespearian, 305 if. 
Scholemaster, The, 125 
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Scholcs, Percy, 160 
School, Shakespeare at, 153 
Schoolmaster in nobleman’s household, 
216 

School of Shakespeare, The, 308 
Schools in Elizalxthan period, 122 
Schtteking, L. L., 303, 305, 3i8«. 
Scourge of Villanie, 181 
Scudamore, Lady, 1 19/1. 

Sea-fights in plays, i f,o 
Second Folio, 280, 3(^6 
Second Quarto, 278 
Second ( Third) Part of King Henry 17 , 268 
Secondary characters in drama, 214 
Secretary in noblnnan’s household, 2 13, 
216, 217 

Secular music printed by Wyiikyn dc 
Worde, 138 

Seculars and Jesuits, 1 76 
Stjanus^ 2 1 9 
Selinus, 223, 252 
Seneca, 225 
Scnecan dramas, 246 
‘Sennet*, 153 

Sergeant-Porter in nobleman’s house- 
hold, 1 12 

Sermons of Master Henrie Smithy 1 32 
Servants in nobleman’s household, 203, 
2of), 207, 210; their salaries, 2 16, 2 1 7 
Sewers to the Court, 199; in iioblernan’s 
household, 203, 205 
Sex-appeal avoided by Shakespeare, 

327 

Seymour, Jane, 207, 208 
Seyntlow, Thomas, 216 
Seyntlowc, Sir John, 216, 217 
Scyntlowe, William, 216 
Shadwell, Thomas, 332, 333 
Shah of Persia, 1B6 

Shakespeare Association of America, 323 
Shakespeare Association of England, 323 
Shakespeare as a dramatic artist^ 302 
Shakespeare Folios and Quartos y 2G0, 322 
Shakespeare Grammar y 3 1 9 
Shakespeare-Grammaiiky 319 
Shakespeare, Hamnet, 2, 3 
Shakespeare idolatry, 318 
Shakespeare Illustrated^ 308 
Shakespeare-Jahrbuchy 304, 316, 320 
Shakespeare, John, 1, 2, 4, 
Shakespeare, Judith, 2, 4 
Shakespeare L^dcony 318, 320 
Shakespeare as Man ^ the Theatre^ 319 
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Shakespeare and Music, 15111., 153«.. 
>54 

Shakespeare Restoredy 306 
Shakespeare Society, first, 271, 313, 314 
Shakespeare Studies by a Realist y 301 
Shak(‘.spe.irc, Susanna, 

Shakespeare und der deutsihe Geisty 300 
Shakespeare, William : his p.irrnts, I ; 
birth, I ; christening, 1 ; education, 2; 
mariiagc, 2; children, 2; first ac- 
quaintance with the stage, 2; in 
lx)ndon, 2; as actor, author and 
adapter of plays, 3, 10, 14, 458*., 
>34* 230; as pt>et, 3, 4(1, 8«|fr.; his 
first ljf>ok, 3; member of I-^ird 
C^hamberlaiii’s Coin|)any, 3; Crooin 
of the King’s Chanil>er, 3; grant of 
arms, 4; burgess of Stratford, 4; his 
will, 4, 5; illness and death, 4; monu- 
ment, 5; portmit'*, (>; the First Fi»lio, 
5. lirNt attrnipt at his biography, 
fi; li.tditions, f>tl. 

Shiikfspeares drarnatische Ihiuknnsty 304 
Sh(iknpiiire*s Emil and y iqG, 271 
Shake^pt <ifr's Emib shy 1 22 rt. , 31 9 
Shake ^pfti re's PuiUt nith the Pi^nteSy 322 
Shakespeare's First Folioy quoted, 208 
Shakespeare's Hand in the Play oj 'Sir 
Thomas More'y 271, 272, 322 
Shakespeare's Handwritingy 271, 3. *2 
Slia\r'peare's Henry VI and Ruhard //, 
2*' |.rt. 

Shakespeare's Heroines y 317 
Shakes freare's Iteratiie Irnagery, 320 
Shakespeare's JahrarVy 318 
Shakespeare’s reading, 237; his know- 
leilgc of languages, 237 
Shakespeare’s relations with his fellow 
actors, 14 

Shakespeare's Significances y 320 
ShakeshearVs Tempest y 320 
Shakespeare’s text, 284 If. 

Shakespeare's Use of Songy 
Shakc.spcariana, acciimulatinns of, 315 
Shakesperian (riticism, 287 ff. 

Shares in companies held by players, 36 
Shaw, C. B., 243, 304 
Shravyn, Phoebe, 323 
Shelley, 103, 106, 107 
Shepheards Calender y Thty 949 124 
Sheridan, 288, 339 
Shierborn, Sir Richard, 204 
Shirley, Sir Anthony, 188, 253 
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Shoemaker's Holidqjf^ The^ 249 
Shoreditch theatre, 39 
Shorthand reporting, 226, 267, 268 
Shrew^ The, 269 

Shrewsbury, seventh Earl of, 204 . 
Shutters, or flats, in stage settings, 328, 
334 

Shylock, Granville's, 335 
Sicilinn Usurper, The, 333 
Siddons, Sarah, 339, 340 
Side-wings in stage settings, 328 
Sidney, Sir Philip, 40, 94, 110, 120, 
128, 183, 188 

Siege of Rhodes, 31, 32 a., 328 
Sievers, E., 3i8n., 319 
Sight-singing, 153 
Signatures, Shakesp>eare’s, 321 
Silent Woman, The, 253, 254 
Simpson, Percy, 319 
Simpson, Richaici, 271, 317, 321 
Simrock, Karl, 318 
Sims, Valentine, 275, 276, 277, 278 
Singer, S. W., 313, 320 
Sir John Oldcastle, 265, 281 
Sir Thomas More, 10, 17, 174, 273, 275, 
313* 321 

Six Old IHay^, 31 1 
Skeat, W., 320 
Skialethia, iHi 
Slv, William, 18 

Sly in farces from The Taming qf the 
Shrew, 336 
Smith, C. A., 280 
Smith, Henry, 131, 132 
Smith, L. P., 83^1. 

Smith, Sheriff, 180 
Smith, Sir 'I'homas, 125 
Smoking on ^tage, 39 
Social background of Shakespeare, 
187 ff., 305 

Social cemventions in Shakespeare's 
plays, 215 

Social scale in Merchasit of Venice, 214, 

215 

Social status of servants in nobleman’s 
household, 207 
Sohrab and Rustum, 103 
Solicitor in nobleman’s household, 203 
Soliloquy in Shakespeare, 69, 70, 189/1. 
Solo songs and singers, 152, 154, 155 
Song in sixteenth century, 138; in 
Shakespeare’s plays, 146, 147, 148, 

153. 154 


Songs and Sormeis, 124 
Songs of Sadnes and Pielie, 147 
Sonnets of Shakespeare, 94, 97, 103, 106, 
109 ff., 124, 2o5n., 265, 308 
Sophocles, 115, 295 
Sophontsba, 30 n., 144, 145 
Sophy, the, 186 
Sound post, James, 141 
Sources of Shakespeare’s plays, 219 AT.; 
in old plays, 223 If.; in Holinshed’s 
Chronicles, 228, 229; in North’s 

Plutarch, 230, 231 , 232, 236 ; in Italian 
novels, 232, 233, 236, 237; in 
classical romances, 234, 238; in 
Chaucer, 234; in Qhapman’s Homer, 
234* 235; in Pliny’s Natural History, 
238; in Flono’s Montaigne, 238; col- 
lection of, 308 

Southampton, Earl of, see Wriotheslcy, 
Henry 

Spain, Infanta of, 172 
Spain, king of, 182 
Spalding, VVilliam, 301, 316, 320 
Spanish Armada, ibB 
Spanish Curate, The, 2.’)8 
Spanish invasion, false reports of, 165 
Spanish Tragedy, The, 33, 47, 133, 134, 
220, 225, 248, 285 
Sparrow, I'homas, 216 
Specialisation in parts, 37 
Specimen of a Commentary on Shakespeare, 
etc., 312 

Spectacles, 328, 329, 336, 337, 340 
Speddirig, Janies, 316, 321 
Speech, Elizabethan, 121 ; in drama, 250 
Spelling, archaic, 272, 273 
Spenser, Edmund, 90, 93, 96, 97, 109, 
126, 128, 129, 173 

Spurgeon, Caroline, 115, 273/1., 304 > 

3 > 3 » 3*0 

Squires to the Body in Royal House- 
hold, 199 

Stable in nobleman’s household, 203 
Stage all staircase, 345 
Stage directions, 151, 277, 280 
Stage, Elizabethan, 20 
‘Stage-keepers’, 34 

Stage settings, ‘unified’ and ‘multiple’, 
21 

Stage speech, 252, 253 
Standard language, 119,^22 
Star-actors, 341, 343. 344 
Star Chamber, 179, 284 
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Sutioners* Company, 182, 269a., 284, 
285, 286 

Stationers* Register. 239, 269, 276, 309 

Steele, Sir Richard, 335 

Steevcns, George, 2&, 283, 308, 309, 

3*0. 3 «i» 31a 

Stendhal, 300 

Step-dance in Twelfth Nighty 14 1 
Stettin- Pomerania, Duke of, 149 
Steward in nobleman's household, 203, 
204,210 

Stichomythia, 49 it. 

Stock scenery, 340 
Stokes, Adrian, 211 
Stokes, H. P.} 317* 

Stoll, E. E., 303, 321 
‘Stolneand surreptitious* copies, 266, 269 
Strachey, Lytton, 115, 163 
Stratford records, 315 
Stratford-on-Avon theatre, 344 
Street musicians, 140 
String instruments, 141, 15 1 
Stuart, Lady Arabella, 178, 184 
Stubbes, Philip, 40 
Studies in the First Folio^ 280 
Style, characteristics of Shakespeare's, 
316 

Stylisation in presentation of plays, 339 
Suburban theatres, 41 
Succession problem and Queen Eliza- 
beth, 164, 177, 182 
Suckling, Sir John, 3211. 

SuHolk, Dowager Duchess of, 151, 204, 
21 1 

Suffolk, Duke of, 210 
Suffolk, Frances, Duchess of, 21 1 
Sullivan, Barry, 341, 343 
Sullivan, Sir Arthur, 344 
Supernatural and music, 160 
Supernatural effects in Macbeth, 339 
SuppUmera, 307 
Surrey, Earl of, 93 

Sussex Archaeological Collections, 204 n. 
Sussex, Countess of, 208 
Sussex’s Men, 270 

Swan theatre, 12, I3n., 23, 24; drawing 

of, 319 

Swinburne, 234, 257 
Sykes, Dugdale, 257 

Tabard inn, 1 1 
Tableaux, 332 
Tacitus, Amals of, 167 
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Taine, 290 

Talbot, Gilbert, seventh Earl of Shrews- 
bury, 204 

Tamburlatne, 19. 47, 48, 164, 168, 221, 
245, 2411, 248 

Taming of a Shrew, The, 22611., 2H9 
Taming of the Shrew, The, 1 96, 226 n., 249, 

3«9. 3'^7. 3'^9. 33li. 33^f 343 
lanncnbaurn, S. A., 272 
Tarlion, Richard, 38, 14111. 

Tasting of royal food, 201 n. 

'l aic, Nahum, aay, 333, 33C, 340, 345 
Tavlor, Joseph, 37, 330 
Technique, dramatic, of Shakespeare, 

,305 

Technique of production, 335 
Tempest, The,bQ, 1)3. 102, 1 12, 141, i»)7. 
LV). 23!^ '^ 39 . ■* 5 !). '^bo, 320, 
329. 332. 33^^ 339. 340, 342 
Tennyson, 102, 183 
Tenor instrurnentH, 141, 142 
Tercentenary of Shakespeare, 268, 304, 
318 

Testament 0/ Heauty, The, i (14 
Testament of Cressnd, The, 234 
Tewkesbury, baiile of, iq^n. 

Text of Shakespeare, 2631!., 303 
Theatre, the, in Shoreditch, 3, 12, I3n.. 

47 

Theatres, closed on account of seditious 
plays, 166; licensing of, 41, 42; 
‘private* and * public*, 19; regarded 
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